
ED 312 341

TITLE
INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
REPORT NO
PUB DATE
NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

UD 027 075

Title VII 1987-88 Final Technirml Report.
Austin Independent School District, Tex. Office of
Research and Evaluation.
Department of Education, Washington, DC.
AISD-ORE-87.19
Jun 88
187p.; For 1985-86 report, see ED 288 908; for
1985-87 report, see ED 300 428.
Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

MF01/PC08 Plus Postage.
*Bilingual Education; *English (Second Language);
Federal Programs; *Hispanic Americans; *Limited
English Speaking; Longitudinal Studies; Program
Evaluation; Secondary Education; *Secondary School
Students; Supplementary Education; Urban Areas; Urban
Schools
*Austin Independent School District TX; *Emergency
School Aid Act 1972; Texas (Austin)

This document comprises tne final technical report of
the evaluation of the 1988-89 secondary bilingual and
English-as-a-Second-Language programs for Hispanic
limited-English-proficient (LEP) students in the Austin (Texas)
Independent School District (AISD); programs are enhanced with
federal funding under the Emergency School Aid Act of 1972 (Chapter
VII). The following major findings are reported: (1) Title VII funds,
in combination with AISD programs, appear to have a positive effect
for most students after three years, based on the performance of
those first served in 1985-86; (2) evaluation results for the 1987-88
program alone are more mixed; and (3) evaluation results do not
support the overall effectiveness of the Title VII tutoring program
because non-tutored students show patterns of growth similar to or
greater than those of tutored students after 1, 2, or 3 years. Twelve
appendices making up the bulk of the document comprise the following
material: (1) detailed discussions of all assessment tools used in
the evaluation; (2) an evaluation of a continuing education program
leading to certification to teach English as a Second Language; (3)
evaluation of a curriculum development project; (4) results of a
dropout study; and (5) results of a 3-year study of program
participants. Statistical data are included on 19 tables and graphs.
Z..n 11item bibliography is also appended. (FMW)

*********************************t*************************************
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

from the original document.
**********************************************************************



31011VAV Ac103 IS38 a 
, 

,;(01113) EI31N30 NOI1VVILIOANI 
S301390S3Elivuot1von03 3H1 

20 A-P.1(i PQ1A-35 

in? evt?bp, 

?PH Li 
A9 031NVId9 N339 SVH 1V11:01VIN 

SIH1 3999011(131:1 01. NOISSINiti3d.. 

68-8861. A01100 JO u041400 11330 
le.pwp luasaJda, Awessapau jOU op paw 

-nx9s.Lou.paaartsuoR000,omaltosmod 

Amenb uoonposaa, 
wwaPua of apew uaaa www sof:weep Jowry 

e Ow lewbuo 
uo,lezwelbo uosia0 aLp 1110/1 POAW4l 

se papepoela, peep see luatanoop NI/3 
131d3) 31N33 

NOUNINUOJNI Sntinos3k1 ivNotivona3 
pue ,,ueaue, leuoleonp3 N 13)00 
N011V30C av 11,4311111Yd30 

sexei `unsnv 
loogos wepuedepui unsnv 

6V48 011 uo-ppomnd 

886t 'aunt 

gaodeu TvoTutpeI TvuTa 88-486T 

IIA HUM 

uogenieA3 
pug 

L13.180901:I 

46 



OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Evaluator:
Nancy Baenen

Evaluation Associate:
Barbara Yonan

Programmer/Data Analyst:
Stacy Buffington

TITLE VII

1987-88 Final Technical Report

June, 1988

Publication No. 87.19

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND DISCLAIMER

The project presented or reported herein was performed pursuant to
a grant from the Department of Education. However, the opinions
expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy
of the Departmant, and no official endorsement by the Department
should be inferred.

3



87.19

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Final Report Summary

Appendix A Language Assessment Battery (LAB) A-1

Appendix B Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)/
Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) . . B-1

Appendix C Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills . C-1

Appendix D La Prueba Riverside de Realizacion en Espanol . D-1

Appendix E Tutor Records E-1

Appendix F Endorsement Teachers F-1

Appendix G Administrator Interviews G-1

Appendix H Workshops H-1

Appendix I Curriculum Development I-1

Appendix J Dropouts J-1

Appendix K Three-Year Student Profile K-1

Appendix L District Records L-1



87.18

TITLE VII EVALUATION, 1987-88

DIVE SLIMMARY

AUFHORS: Nancy Baenen, Barbara Yonan

Title VII Federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance the
regular secondary bilingual and English as a second language (ESL) programs for
Hispanic LEP students. The four sea..adary campuses involved are those with the
highest concentrations of Hispanic LEP students--Martin Junior High plus Travis.
Anderson, and Johnston High Schools. The overall budget of the 1987-88 Title
VII Program was.$81,492; 223 students plus teachers and parents were impacted.
Title VII provided staff training, student tutoring, curriculum development, and

parent/family training.

MAJOR FINDINGS

1. Title VII, in combination with AISD programs, appears to have a positive
impact for most students after three years (based on the performance of
those first served in 1985-86).

English proficiency improved steadily across time.
Students narrowed the gap between their performance and the national
norm in mathematics and language (although not in social studies,

reading, or science).
Spanish achievement has improved in all subjects.
Retention rates are lower for Title VII than for other LEP students at

four of five grade levels.
Grade point averages (GPA's) in language courses tended to be higher
for Title VII than for other LEP students (GPA's in other areas were
similar for both groups).
Title VII stt.ents earned more course credits across the three years

than other LEP students. Three fourths of the Title VII students are
making satisfactory progress towards graduation.

2. Results for 1987-88 show more mixed results.

English proficiency improved after one year.
All 17 Title VII twelfth graders mastered the exit-level TEAMS (Texas
Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills) and graduated; 50% of the

eleventh graders mastered the TEAMS.
English achievement improved in 17 of 23 'mmparisons by grade and
subject.
Spanish achievement gains were found in 7 of 20 comparisons in
1987-88, fewer than last year (16 of 20).
The annual dropout rate of 21.7% was still higher than for Hispanic
and all AISD students, but the gap between groups lessened somewhat.

3. Evaluation results do not support the overall effectiveness of the Title
VII tutoring program. Nontutored students show patterns of growth similar

or greater than those of tutored students after one, two, and three years.
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OPEN LETTER 'PO AISD

In combination with other AISD programs, Title VII appears to be working,

especially based on long-term results. Of course, as Cummins (1985) points

out, English-speaking classmates aro not "standing still waiting for them to

catch up." Especially in AISD, where average performance tends to be above
the national average, Title VII must enable their students to "run harder

and faster" to catch up and succeed. While Title VI1 does seem to be moving

in this direction, the evaluation process did suggest some areas for

possible improvement. Readers are invited to draw their own impressions
based on the data in this report and their own knowledge of the program.

Tutoring. National research has found that well-designed and
implemented tutoring programs can be a success. However, across the

three years of Title VII, positive effects of the University of Texas

tutors have not been found. Students not tutored have shown patterns

of growth similar or greater than those of tutored students. The

tutoring program appears to need revision. Two of the most apparent

needs are for training in tutoring and English as a second language
techniques (presently little or none is given) and for more

Spanish-speaking tutors. It also appears that tutors who do not speak
Spanish may need to be placed with students who have at least some
English ability (also see page 7 of this report).

ESL Training. A total of 33 teachers in Title VII schools, plus 15

others, now have had ESL endorsement courses. Increased efforts to

disseminate their names to appropriate school personnel could increase
the number of LEP students scheduled into these classes. Also, efforts

should continue to publicize the availability of the training at all

schools.

Principals also have expressed an interest in providing mandatory
workshops at the campus level that provide teachers with some of the
basics of using ESL techniques, as well as introducing them to
materials available to them for use with these students. A variety of

multilevel instructional materials, including computer hardware and
software appropriate for these students, have been purchased through

Title VII. One of the ESL teachers has also developed some organiza-
tional strategies for using the computers that maybe appropriate for

others as well. These training workshops might be an excellent

dissemination tool.

Cooperative- Learning Workshops. Since 1986-87, Title VII has been
sponsoring cooperative-learning workshops which have been well

received. Teachers approach the idea of group learning receptively,
and afterwards report using the techniques in their classes. Given
teachers' reactions and supportive national research (Slavin, 1987),
these workshops could be made available to other teachers and

administrators (especially those who work with low achievers).
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Parent/Family Involvement. Parent and family support groups provided
through Title VII have begun to build a connecti,n between the parents
of the LEP students and the school. National research suggests parent
involvement is quite important to students' success, even when the
parents have limited education or knowledge of the language of
instruction. Conveying support for efforts in school is also
important. Four successful Title VII students who were interviewed
this year pointed out that their parents wanted them to do well in
school and supported them. Many of the parents of these students may
be afraid to come to school or unable to for practical reasons. Child
care, as provided at some meetings this year, is a positive step.
However, home visits, perhaps by ESL teachers, could reach parents wto
would not ordinarily attend workshops. Visits could establish a link
between home and school not possible to obtain in any other way.

High School Instruction. At the high school level, there appears to be
an unmet need in terms of helping those with very limited educational
experiences become successful in school. The Spanish for Native
Speakers class is primarily geared for those who have some academic
skills that can be transferred into English. Students with more
limited skills might benefit from a program, housed at a regular high
school campus, like the Transitional Bilingual or Sheltered Bilingual
programs that have been quite successful at the junior high level. If
a full prc :'am is not possible, at least one extra class designed to
help these students might make a big difference.

Thus, overall, Title VII and AISD appear to be making positive strides with
these students. Continued refinements could result in an even more
successful program.

vi
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TITLE VII EVALUATION 1987-88
FINAL REPORT

WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES ABOUT TITLE VII?

Overall, the key issue for the Title VII evaluation is how AISD has benefitted
from it. More specific questions addressed in this report include:

What services has Title VII provided? Has Title VII improved
AISD's ability to serve LEP students at the secondary level?

Has Title VII made a positive impact on student progress?

What are the implications of the results? Should Title VII be

continued as is or modified? Should AISD adopt Title VII

strategies at other campuses?

WHAT SERVICES HAS TITLE VII PROVIDED?

Title VII supplements AISD'S regular bilingual and English-as-a-second-
language services at the secondary level for Hispanic students dominant or

monolingual in Spanish. The program, in its third year of implementation,

provides--

Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops),

Student tutoring (through university students'',

Curriculum development, and

Parent/family training.

The program is designed to help current LEP students and their parents as
well as build AISD'S ability to teach LEP students in the future.

The program operates at four campuses with the highest concentration of
Hispanic LEP students. For the past two years, the four campuses have been
Mt.-,7hison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston High Schools. This

school year (1987-88) the Transitional Bilingual Education Program (TEE) at
Murchison was moved to Martin Junior High School. Thus, Martin replaced

Murchison as the program junior high.

1
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AISD-funded services at the campuses are shown below.

AISD-Funded Services lit1P VII Campusec

Martin Travis Anderson Johnsron

Bilingual content area X
instruction

Literacy program X

English as a second language X X X X

Spanish for native speakers X

In 1987-88, a total of 223 LFP students monolingual or dominant in Spanish
(LEP categories A or B) were enrolled in these schools. Figure 1 shows the

number of students enrolled this year by grade based on spring counts. In

1986-87, and 1985-86, 266 and 218 students were served, respectively.

FIGURE 1
1987-88 TITLE VII STUDENTS BY GRADE

GRADE 10 (12.%) 144..26

STUDENTS BY GRADE
N = 223

2
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Staff Training

During Title VII's three years of AISD implementation, the staff training
component has provided ESL endorsement courses and workshops for staff
working with Hispanic limited-English-proficient students.

Ehdcrsement courses. In 1987-88:

The second series of four courses leading to ESL-endorsement
certification began in the fall. This year two courses were held
during the school year and the final two courses needed to earn
certification are planned for this summer.

A tota. of eight Title VII teachers were enrolled in one or both
endorsement courses, three teachers completed two courses, and five
teachers finished one course.

The Title VII teachers completing two classes taught students in:

Social Studies Spanish

Science English

The total cost to Title VII for tuition for 11 courses taken by 8
teachers was $2,750.

Erdorsement courses were also offered to teachers at nonprogram

schools. AISD funded tuition of these teachers.

During the three years Title VII has operated (1985-86, 1986-87, and
1987-88):

Two series of ESL-endorsement courses were offered, with the
completion of the second series projected for the summer, 1988.

The total enrollment over the semesters was 79 teachers (64 program
teachers; 15 nonprogram teachers) over the 3 years. Teachers were

counted each time they enrolled (duplicated count).

Overall, 33 individual Title VII teachers took one or more courses.
Of these teachers, three completed the four courses in the first ESL
series leading to endorsement; five program teachers finished three
courses and nine Title VII teachers completed two. One ESL course

was finished by 16 teachers.

Teachers completing two or more courses served students in:

Science Language
Art Social Studies

Vocational Arts Reading

Spanish Mathematics.

3
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Cooperative-learning workshops. In 1987-88, a series of five cooperative-
learning workshops for teachers of LEP students was offered to interested
AISD staff at two Title VII campuses and one non-program middle school.
Workshops focused on developing small-group cooperative-learning techniques
that can be used in teaching mainstreamed LEP students in content areas.

Of the participants, 12 completed a survey both at the beginning and end of
the workshop series. These teacher responses indicated that:

All teachers indicated more confidence in helping colleagues

structure cooperative-learning techniques; 10 of the 12 indicated
more frequent use of these techniques.

All 12 teachers reported increased familiarity with cooperative-
learning research. By the end of the sessions, all teachers had
read 1-7 articles or books on cooperative learning.

While three fourths (9 of 12) of the teachers indicated some
knowledge of cooperative-learning techniques and strengths on the
pre-survey, all post-surveys indicated more clearly defined
understanding. Responses on the pre-survey indicated great interest
in learning more about the techniques.

Unique items from the post-survey (14 respondents) indicated that:

All used cooperative-learning techniques; half used them often (8 or
more times). All felt use of cooperative learning affected student
achievement.

Almost all teachers (93%) indicated that they frequently or almost
always felt comfortable using cooperative- learning techniques.

About two thirde (54-71%) of the teachers felt comfortable
organizing cooperative-learning groups and selecting tasks and
materials for the groups at least sometimes.

Teachers most often reported acting as facilitators (13 of 14), with
over half reporting assigning small groups specific roles, using
questions and probes to develop higher order thinking skills, and
using Amur.. reporters.

Five teachers were appraised while students were involved in
cooperative-learning activities; all reported positive feedback from
appraisers.

During the two years (1986-87 and 1987-88) that cooperative-learning
workshops have been implemented, teachers have responded positively when
surveyed.

All were inplementing cooperative-learning techniques.

All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques.

4
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Parent/Family Workshops

In 1986-87 and 1987-88, workshops for parents of Title VII LEP students were
held. This year LEP teenagers were encouraged to join their families and
those of others to discuss shared concerns in a social support format. The

focus of workshop sessions was helping participants in their adjustment to

life in Austin by increasing awareness of potential risks and opportunities

to be found in the school, work, and community settings. A total of 16

sessions was held at a location in the residential area of most of Title

VII's program LEP students and their families. Workshops were facilitated

by a bilingual educator with skills and experience in adult education. In

addition, other resource people assisted, including a parent involvement

specialist for AISD. Child care services were provided at some of the
meetings. Attendance varied between 1 and 15 participants; half of the
sessions were attended by seven or more family members.

It was hoped these workshops would increase families' involvement in the
educational process as supported by national research. More information may

be found in Hewison & Tizard, 1980, and Tizard, Schofield, and Hewiscn, 1982

(as cited in Cummins, 1985).

Tutor Assistance

During the past three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88), University of
Texas tutors from multicultural classes assisted program LEP students. In

1987-88, tutors were assigned to all four campuses both semesters. Thirty

tutors assisted program LRP students first semester and 21 tutors were
assigned second semester to Title VII students. In 1987-88, 155 program

students received tutoring services. Over the three years, 351 Title VII
students have been tutored (based on an individual count by year):

1985-86 76

1986-87 120

1987-88 155

Total 351

Evaluation findings examining the gains of tutored and nontutored program
students may be found in this final report under English Proficiency.

Curriculum Development

During the program's three years:

Multicultural instructional materials and computer hardware appropriate

for Hispanic LEP students have been purchased, and

A curriculum handbook referencing materials and strategies appropriate
for teaching secondary mainstream LEP students was compiled. The

annotated bibliography contains approximately 500 entries. Plans are

to distribute the handbook to ESL teachers and school libraries in AISD.

5
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Budget

The overall budget of Title VII in 1987-88 was $81,492. This figure
represents expenditures for staff and parent training, multilevel
instructional materials/equipment, evaluation and administrative operational
costs. AISD provided funds to implement regular bilingual and ESL programs
at these campuses and facilitated receipt of Title VII services through
staff time and transportation.

It is important to note that Title VII is desir;ned to build AISD's ability
to serve students in the years to come as well as now. Thus, while AISD has
received federal funding for the past three years, the impact of the program
will continue in years to come (reducing the cost per student). Also, while
the focus has been on Title VII students, other students may be impacted,
including all younger sons and daughters of families involved in parent
workshop sessions and all students instructed by trained teachers. This
broader definition of cost is impossible to determine at this time. If
student costs are limited to calculations for this year's budget; of 981,492
and the 223 Title VII Hispanic LEP students served as of October, 1987, the
cost per student is S365.

6
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HAS TITLE VII HAD A POSITIVE IMPACT ON STUDENT PROGRESS?

English Proficiency

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is a language proficiency test used to
evaluate the English oral acquisition of Title VII students. In 1985-86 and
1986-87, program students were pretested in the fall and administered
posttests in the spring. However, in 1987-88, only those students not
tested in the spring were tested in the fall (to avoid overtesting). Thus,

LAB scores from spring, 1987 became returning program students' pretest
scores; only students without the previous spring test results ..ere
pretested in fall, 1987. These students were nearly all new to the District.

Both raw scores and percentiles were examined. Raw scores on the LAB are
more sensitive to growth for students with very limited English
proficiency. Most of AISD's Title VII students start at the first
percentile when they enter the program. The maximum score on the LAB is 92;
students must score 45 to 53 to score past the first percentile.

LAB results indicate that:

Title VII students showed highly tignificant increases in LAB raw
scores overall and at all six grade levels (See Figure 2).

- Students new to the program made raw score gains of 30 points with
posttest scores of 42.

- Students returning to the program in grades 8 through 12started
with scores ranging fn.:a 43 to 63 and made gains of 8 to 16 points.

For the third consecutive year, Title VII students tutored by
University of Texas students did not make significantly greater gains
than nontutored students. Based on regression analyses, gains for
those with the lowest pretest scores (the most limited English
ability) were actually smaller for tutored than for nontutored
students this year. Both groups did make significant gains,
however. (See Figure 3.)

Title VII met its English proficiency objective of positive change in
LAB percentile scores pretest to posttest at five of the six grade
levels. Pretest percentiles ranged from 1-7, with posttest percentiles
from 1-12.

On the average, students who were in the program for two (1986-87 and
1987-88) or three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88) made percentile
and raw score gains (see Figure 4).

Overall, students tutored one or two semesters, three or more
semesters, and not at all showed similar patterns of LAB scores based
on analysis of variance. Students in the three groups started out
with similar scores and ended with similar scores. These results do
not support the efficacy of the tutoring program overall.

7 15
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FIGURE 2
LAB GAINS FOR PROGRAM STUDENTS, 1987-88 BY GRADE

Grade N
i

PRE
Mean Raw Score Percentile

POST
Mean Raw Score Percentile

7* 14 11.8 1 42.0** 1

8 32 42.7 1 50.6** 3

9 14 48.0 1 63.8** 4
10 15 53.9 5 64.9** 10
11 11 62.7 7 71.7** 12
12 7 53.6 2 69.3** 7

43.8 (weighted 57.5 (weighted
Total 93 average) 1-7 average) 1-12

* Includes all students tested from spring, '87 to spring, '88 except
grade 7 (fall, '87 to spring, '88).

** Signiricant at .01 level

FIGURE 3
LAB MEAN RAW SCORES AND PERCENTILE RANGES

FOR TUTORED/rONTUTORED STUDENTS IN 1987-88, ACROSS GRADES 7-12

Title VII Mean Raw Scores : Percentile Ranges
Group N Pre Post Gain : Pre Post

1

Tutored 67 39.0 53.0 13.99**: 1 2-4

Nontutored 40 50.6 65.3

1

14.62**: 1-3 5-8

Note = Tutored and nontutored percentile range is based on all
students with pretest = spring, 1987 or pretest = fall, 1987

** P < .01

8
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FIGURE 4
1985-88 LAB GAINS FOR TITLE VII
THREE -YEAR PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

N 26 (Subjects with fall, 1985, pretests
and epr!,ng, 1988, posttests.)

Fall 86 Spr 87 Fall 87 Spr 88

SCHOOL YEAR

FIGURE 5
LAB SCORES FOR TUTORED/NONTUTORM TWO- AND TEREE-YEAR

STUDENTS WITH SPRING, 1988 POSTTESTS

FALL 1986 SPRING 1988

Two-Year Group
:

:

: Mean Raw :file Range:

N :Score (Pre): (Pre) ;Score

Mean Raw %ile Range:
(Post): (Post) :GAIN

,

, ,

64.60 : 5 - 11 :26.40
,

: **
,

Tutored:
Three or more
semesters

I
I

:

,

I

5

I
I

:

I
I

38.20
:

:

,

,

1 (all
grades)

:

:

,

I

Tutored:
Less than three
semesters

I

I

:

,

I

24

I
I

:

1

37.79
:

:

,

1 (all
grades)

:

:

1

,

59.75
1I

:

,

I

3 - 10

I
,

:21.96
: **

Nontutored
I

:

I
I

9

I
I

:

I
I

41.78
:

:

I

1 (all
grades)

:

:

I

64.89
1,

:

I

I

5 - 11
1,

:23.11

I
**

Three-Year Group FALL, 1985 SPRING, 1988

Tutored:
Three or more
semesters

I

I

:

1

,

8

,

I

:

I
,

35.50
:

:

,

1 (all
grades)

:

:

I
,

64.88

',

:

,

,

5 - 11
',

:29.38
: **

Tutored:
Less than three
semesters

I
I

:

:

16

I
I

:

1

40.38
:

:

,

1 (all
grades)

:

:

,

,

67.06

,

,

:

,

,

6 - 22
,

:26.69
i **

Nontutored
I

:

I
I

4

I

:

I
I

38.00
:

:

,

I

1 (all :

grades) :

,,..-1
67.00

,

I

:

,

6 - 22

,

,

:29.00

:

* = P < .05
** = P < .01
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Implications. While students in Title VII do appear to be making gains in
English proficiency across time, Title VII tutors do not appear to be helping

most students in this effort. While some tutored students do show gains,

overall those not tutored do as well on the average. Students with very

limited English proficiency actually appear to do somewhat better, on the
average, if not tutored, based on one-year patterns. Tutors seem to be
differentially effective with students with the most limited English
proficiency, with a few students showing large gains but many showing very

small gains or even losses on US scores. Title VII students with better
English show about the same gains as those not tutored on the average.

The lack of positive results for the tutoring program for the third
consecutive year suggests that the program may need to be strengthened or

revamped. Survey responses from 16-17 teachers who had tutors in their

classes this year support this. Less than 40% of the teachers responded that

tutors:

Were knowledgeable (31%) and well-prepared (35%),
Improved students' English skills (31%)
Improved students' academic skills (38%).

Many other respondents were neutral, with about 20% responding negatively to

each item.

Principals and ESL teachers who were interviewed believed the tutoring program
was of benefit, but recommended more Spanish-speaking tutors be recruited and'

that tutors be trained in ESL techniques. Most tutors know little or no

Spanish and receive little or no specific training in tutoring or ESL. The

following should also be considered based on the data.

Dropping or reorganizing the tutoring program;

Providing more training to tutors in ESL techniques or encouraging
students with some knowledge of Spanish to become involved in this

effort;

Encouraging teachers to assign tutors to Title VII students with at
least some knowledge of English and work with the most limited students

themselves;

Providing training to tutors in terms of effective ways to interact and
teach these students (based on national research on learning and peer

assistance programs).

Providing teachers receiving tutors with training or orientation on hcw
to use tutors effectively (tutor records indicate many students are
being used with the whole group or assist teachers with grading of
papers or other activities).

0
10
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English Achievement

While growth in English achievement is an important long-term goal of the
Title VII Program, it is more difficult to impact in a short period of time
than English proficiency. National research suggests that it may take 5-7

years for students with -very limited proficiency in English to develop the
deeper level of English competency necessary to handle academic tasks
(Cummins, 1984). However, students should show satisfactory performance on
criterion-referenced minimum competency tests more quickly than
norm-referenced tests.

Exit -Level TEAMS. The exit-level Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum
Skills or TEAMS (Texas' minimum competency test) is a high-stakes test.
Students are required to pass both the mathematics and language arts
sections before graduation. All 17 LEP twelfth graders in Title VII this
year met the TEAMS requirement despite higher passing standards this year.
Of 3,094 potential graduates districtwide, nine (less than 1%) did not pass
TRANS by spring, 1988.

Thc: passing percentage for LEP A and B eleventh graders who took the test

for the first time in fall, 1987 was also checked. These figures provide a
measure of the program's success with elevehth graders as well as
information on students in need of remediation at grade 12. Figure 6 shows
the mastery percentages for Title VII students and students dominant or
monolingual in Spanish in other high schools.

FIGURE 6
EXIT-LEVEL TEAMS MASTERY FALL, 1987

GRADE 11 LEP A AND B DOMINANCE

NO 9

TITLE VII SCHOOLS NON TITLE VII SCHOOLS

Of Title VII eleventh graders, COX passed TEAMS the first time they
attempted it; 33X of the non-Title VII students dominant or monolingual in
Spanish did. Differences in passing rates were not significant. Nine Title

VII students may still need remediation next year.

11
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One-year follow-up--ITBS/TAP. Figure 7 shows the percentile scores of
students in Title VII this year who were also tested in 1986-87 on tnese

norm-referenced tests. Of the 1987-88 Title VII students, 16 percent had
just entered AISD this yea- and therefore were not tested last spring. The

English achievement objective for the project was that percentile scores
would improve between 1986-87 and 1987-88 for these students--that students
would close the gap between their scores and the national average. Scores

could not be compared across years for students in grade 9 tested with the
TAP in 1987-88 because they took the ITBS in 1986-87 and the norms are not

directly comparable. Information provided here will show the progress made
by 1987-88 participants since 1986-87 and progress of students served in
1985-86 in the two subsequent years (whether still served by Title VII or
not).

Overall, program participants were able to narrow the gap in 17
of 23 comparisons by grade and subject. No change was seen in

three areas, and percentile scores decreased in three cases.

The change in performance across years was most positive in
mathematics, reading, and language, with improvements at four

of five grade levels. Social studies and science showed the

least positive change.

Students still score considerably below the national average in
all areas, with the highest 1987-88 percentile scores in mathe-
matics (14-30)and the lowest in reading (4-13).

12
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FIGURE 7
TITLE VII STUDENTS

ITBS/TAP MEDIAN PERCENTILES
ONE-YEAR FOLLOW -UP

Grade
in

1987-88

TOTAL
in Group

Number : Spring, : Spring,
Tested : 1 9 8 7 : 1 9 8 8 CHANGE

1987-88 READING
7

8

10

11

12

61

51

26

21

18

30 : 3 : 5

39 : 5 : 10
,,

,,

23 : 8 : 8

16 ; 10 : 13

10 : 2 : 4
1,

I,

+ 2*

+ 5*

0
+ 3*
+ 2*

LANGUAGE
7

8

10

11

12

61

51

26

21

18

30 : 2 : 8

39 : 9 : 9
,

,

23 : 12 : 15

16 : 16 : 20

10 : 7 : 10
,

,

I

I

I

+ 6*
0

+ 3*
+ 4*
+ 3*

MATHEMATICS
7

8

10

11

12

,

,

:

:

:

61

51

26

21

18

1

30 : 7 : 19

39 : 20 : 20
, ,

,

23 : 17 : 30

16 : 32 : 36

10 : 17 : 29

I

+12*
0

+13*

+ 4*
+12*

SOCIAL STUDIES
7

8

10

11

12

:

:

:

I

,

61

51

26

21

18

30 : 3 : 10

39 : 12 : 7
,I

1I

23 : 15 : 22

16 : 22 : 18

10 : 9 : 11
, I

, I

+ 7*

- 5

+ 7*
- 4
+ 2*

SCIENCE
7

8

10

11

12

:

:

I

,

:

61

51

26

21

18

NA : NA : NA
NA : NA : NA

I

I,

23 : 12 : 21

16 : 26 : 14

10 : 4 : 6

NA
NA

+ 9*
-12
+ 2*

* Objective met NA = Not applicable at this grade
National,average is 50th percentile. Grades 7 and 8 take ITBS; 9-12
take TAP; grade 9 scores_cannot be compared across years.
16% of the Title VII students (14% without 9th graders) were new this
year and therefore did not have pre- and posttests.

13
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Three -Year trends--ITBS/TAP. To see if the English achievement of students
in Title VII improved over several years, the achievement of those in Title
VII in 1985-86 and still in AISD in 1987-88 (whether still in Title VII or
not) was studied. This group had the most time to show improvement. Growth
in the percentage of students able to be tested and the mean GE scores of
those tested all years were examined. To meet this definition, students
would have started in Title VII in 1985-86 in grades 7-10 and would have
been in grades 10-12 in 1987-88. Students in Title VII in grades 11-12 in
1985-86 should have now graduated (unless retained). Overall, 123 students
fit this definition--81 were in Title VII high schools in 1987-88 (with most
but not all still served by Title VII), and 42 were in other AISD high
schools.

Percentage tested. Teachers are given the option to discontinue testing
after one subtest on the ITBS and TAP if they feel the students' knowledge
of English is too limited for them to earn a valid score and the testing
experience is therefore very frustrating. Given this policy, one sign of a
successful program should be an increase in the percentage of students able
to take the ITBS or TAP over time.

However, it appears the schools seldom used this policy. Nearly all LEP
students involved in Title VII in 1985-86 were tested from that year on. As

Figure 8 illustrates, about 90% of the students were tested in each of the
three years checked. In addition, about the same number of students were
tested in each subject area. Thus, the percentage tested each year cannot
be used as a measure of success for the program. However, the data indicate
that nearly all students were tested each year, which makes analysis of mean
scores more meaningful.

FIGURE 8
1985-86 TITLE VII =DENTS

TESTED IN 1985-86, 1986-87, AND 1987-88

Number Percent Total Group

1985-86 111 90% 123

1986-87 108 88% 123

1987-88 107 87% 123

Mean GE scores. Title VII traditionally enrolls more students at grades 7
and 8 than at the high school grades. Because students tested in grades 7
and 8 in 1985-86 (83) took the ITBS one or two years and then the TAP, their
scores are not comparable across years. Therefore, only 9th and 10th
graders' progress will be discussed here; 22 students had scores in all
areas all years (see Figure 9).
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FIGURE 9
TAP SCORES FOR 1985-86 TITLE VII STUDENTS

IN 1985-86, 1986-87, AND 1987-88

MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

Test Area
Spring,
1986

Spring,
1987

Spring,
1988

:

:

1986-1988 Mean GE
Gain Gain Per Year

Reading 6.09 6.94 6.98 : .89 .45
Mathematics 7.74 9.15 10.03 : 2.29 1.15
Language 5.75 7.30 7.82 1 2.07 1.04
Social Studies 6.13 8.01 7.99 1 1.86 .93

Science 6.58 7.67 7.14 : .56 .28

I

Includes 22 students tested all years in all areas.

To interpret the results, it is necessary to know that national norms are
based on average gains of one GE per year of instruction. Gains of .8 GE
are average for low achievers nationally. The national average for 9th and
10th graders (the grade for these students in 1485-86) is 9.8 and 10.8. The
length of time these students had been in AISD was checked; 10 entered in
1985-86, 5 in 1984-85, 4 in 1983-84, and 3 before that time. Thus, 45% had
been in AISD for three years. The chart illustrates that:

Students narrowed the gap between their performance and the
national average in mathematics and language with gains greater
than one year per year of instruction (1.15 and 1.40 per year).
However, social studies gains averaged .93 a year, above the
national average for low achievers but not high enough to close
the gap. Gains in reading and science were substantially
smaller than the other areas.

Students in Title VII in 1985-86 started out and ended up with
test scores far below the national average.

Mathematics achievement and gains are highest for these students. This area
is least language dependent. Language scores are improving. The other
areas may be more difficult to impact in three years (national research
suggests it may take five to seven years).

3
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Spanish Proficiency and Achievement

Spanish proficiency and achievement were measured by La Prueba Riverside de
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside). The test measures achievement in
reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is designed
to be of comparable difficulty to the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.
Performance can be examined based on raw scores (25 to 30 items per test
percentiles (available for spring only). It is important to note that
percentile ranks generally increase several points for each additional
correct response. Title VII LEP students were tested one level downward
(appropriate for low achieving students based on the manual), except for
grade 10, which was tested two levels downward (grade 8 is highest level
available on the test).

1987-88 results. La Prueba Riverside was administered at Martin and

Travis. At Martin, Title VII LEP students received bilingual instruction in
all content areas except mathematics. At Travis, all LEP students had one
period of daily ESL instruction and some Hispanic LEP students received an
additional daily period of Spanish for Native Speakers. Instruction in this

class provided assistance in mainstreamed content area assignments as well
as reinforcement in Spanish language arts and cultural history. La Prueba

Riverside was administered to all ninth and tenth graders at Travis to
evaluate school achievement in the students' more fluent language. In

1987-88, Spanish achievement and language proficiency of those ninth and
tenth graders enrolled in Spanish for Native Speakers was also examined
separately.

The objectives used to evaluate Spanish proficiency and achievement stated
that the percentage of students making gains in 1987-88 in Spanish language
and other content areas would be higher than that found in 1986-87. As can

be seen below, students at Martin met the achievement objective in three out
of five areas; Travis program students showed gains in science only. Thus,

the objective was met in 4 of 10 comparisons but not in the other 6.
Neither Martin nor Travis met the language objective. Therefore, if
examined across three years (1985-86 through 1987-88), both Martin and
Travis show gains in three of five areas.

FIGURE 10
PERCE1TAGE OF TITLE VII STUDENTS SHOWING GAINS ON LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE

1 Martin/Murchison Travis

1985-1 1986-: 1987-1 1985-: 1986:.: 1987-

SUBJECT :N 1986 :N 1987 :N 1988 :N 1986 IN 1987 !N 1988

Reading : 75 61% :101 73% : 68 54% : 12 33% : 47 75% : 34 59%

1 , 1 I

Language (Spanish): 75 59% :101 72% 1 64 55% f 13 54% 1 47 53% : 34 16%

Mathematics 1 76 67% :101 65% : 66 71% : 13 46% : 47 81% f 34 59%

, I

1

I ,
:

I

Social Studies : 76 54% :101 60% : 67 61% : 12 75% : 47 72% : 34 56%

1 I

Science : 76 57% : 99 57% : 67 67% : 12 42% : 47 57% : 33 67%
1

! !
I

11MINNIMI .....
Gains for 9th and 10th graders from fall to spring.
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Mean raw scores provide another perspective and show that:

Students made significant gains in 7 of 20 comparisons (see Figure 11).
Fewer gains were seen than last year, when 16 of 20 comparisons were
significant.

Grade 7 showed the best performance, with significant raw score gains in
four of five subjects. Two significant gains were seen at grade 8, and
one at grade 9.

Language gains were significant at grade 7 only.

The Spanish achievement of Hispanic LEP ninth and tenth graders at
Travis who were instructed in both Spanish for Native Speakers and ESL
classes was singled out and examined. No findings were significant for
any of the nine program students with matching pre- and posttests.

FIGURE 11
1987-88 MEM RIVERSIDE MEAN RAW SCORES, BY GRADE

Grade

REAOING

Pre Post Gain
LANGUAGE

Pre Post Gain
MAThEYATICS

Pre Post Gain
SOCIAL STUDIES

Pre Post Gain
SCIENCE

Pre Pcst Gain

7 16.5 18.9 2.4
-**

11.1 12.4 1.3* 13.9 17.2 3.3 14.9 16.4 1.4 13.5 11.2 2.7*x

8 15.1 15.8 .7 12.7 13.1 .5 15.2 16.7 1.5* 14.3 14.9 .6 13.8 15.0 1.2*

9 19.6 20.5 .9 13.5 13.4 -.2 15.9 18.6 2.6* 16.2 16.9 .7 16.9 16.8 -.1

10 21.4 22.3 .9 13.9 13.2 -.6 18.4 19.1 .6 17.4 19.1 1.8* 16.9 19.4 2.4

.i. - - .....

.U5, '< .U1.

At least in reading, ninth and tenth graders had little room for growth.
Prueba results suggest seventh graders showed the best growth in Spanish
achievement.

25
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Three-year summary. The Spanish achievement of 20 Title VII students who
started Title VII in 1985-86 as seventh and eighth graders ard continued
through 1987-88 was examined. Students should now be in grades 9 and 1).
Patterns of growth were examined based on percentiles for each spring (fall
norms are not available). Percentiles are based on the lower levels at
which students were tested. As Figure 12 illustrates:

Percentile scores showed positive changes across the three
years from spring, 1986 to spring, 1988. Improvement ranged
from 2 percentile points at grade 9 in language to 30 points at
grade 10 in mathematics.

Percentile changes were generally larger between 1986 and 1987
than between '1987 and 1988.

The highest percentile scores were seen in reading end
mathematics by spring, 1988.

Thus, students involved in Title VII three years have shown growth in Spanish
achievement. Growth may slow after, the first year as instruction is provided
more frequently in English. In some test areas, students also have such high
average percentile scores that little growth is possible.

FIGURE 12
PRUEBA RIVERSIDE PERCENTILES

SPRING, 1986, 1987, ANT\ 1988 TITLE VII STUDENTS

Subject
1

Grade:
I

1986: Change : 1987
I

: Change :

:

1988:
Cnange

1986 to 1988
1

1

,

,

Reading 9 : 73 : +15 : 88 : -2 : 86 : +13

10 : 81 1 +11 : 92 : +1 : 93 : +12
,

,

t

.

.

.

.

1

1

1

.

.

Language 9 : 79 : + 6 : 85 : -4 : 81 : + 2

10 : 61 : +20 : 81 : -8 : 73 : +12
, 1 , . . .

Mathematics 9 : 71 : +11 : 82 : +5 : 87 : +16

10 : 51 : +30 : 91 : 0 : 91 : +30
.

1

I

. :

. . .

Social 9 : 68 : +11 : 79 : +5 1 84 : +16
Studies 10 : F7 : +20 : 87 : 0 : 87 : +20

1 ,

1

.

I

,

.

1

1

,

1

Science 9 : 76 : - 4 : 72 : +9 : 81 : + 5

10 : 67 : +22 : 89 : 5 : 94 : +27
,

.

1

. t : , :

N = 8 ninth graders, 12 tenth graders
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Dropout /Graduation Rates

There are a number of legitimate ways, but no perfect way, to count

dropouts. AISD methods are state-of-the-art for districts nationwide. In

AISD, a dropout is a student who has withdrawn from the district and wtose
records have not been requested by another school or district. Students who

earn GED's are counted in our system as dropouts. Nearly all high schools

in the United States will request such records to award course credits for

work completed. However, junior high rates overall and high school rates
for LEP students especially may be inflated to the extent that other junior
highs and foreign countries do not request transcripts.

Dropout rates are now available for 1985-86 and 1986-87. The time frame
used in calculations changed between the two years to better meet the needs

of AISD:

In 1985-86, students were counted as dropouts if they withdrew
between September 1 and the end of school with no transcript
request received by July 1.

In 1986-87, the time frame was expanded to a truer annual rate,
with students counted as dropouts if they left AISD between
September 1, 1986 and September 1, 1987, with no transcript
request by October 14, 1987. Some improvements were also made
in updating and crosschecking files at the schools for the

1986-87 group.

1985-86 and 1986-87 dropout rates thus cannot be compared directly, although
differences in group rates can be discussed. The October rates allow more

time for transcript requests to arrive for students who left during the

previous year (tending to lower the school-year rate) but count as summer
dropouts those who finished the school year but did not return.

Research suggests certain types of students are at higher risk of dropping
out, including Hispanic students, LEP students, low-income students, and low

achievers. Of course, these factors are interrelated. Senior high data

indicate the following about enrollment status (see Figures 14 and 15):

Students served by Title VII showed a 21.7% dropout rate (as of

October). These rates are 1. gher than those for all Hispanic
(15.0%) and all AISD (12.1%), and other LEP (20.0%) students.
However, the difference between the rates for LEP and Title VII
students versus AISD and Hispanic students overall is smaller
this year than last. Thus, the gap does appear to be narrowing

slightly.

A dropout rate of 21.7% indicates that 78.3% of the Title VII
senior high LEP students in AISD successfully completed the
1986-87 school year and returned to school in AISD or elsewhere.

19 0 "'+
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Of the nine Title VII twelfth graders in 1986-87, seven graduated
and two did not. The two who did not were new to the country and
AISD in 1986-37 and returned to AISD this year.

For 1985-86, six of the seven Title VII seniors graduated; one did
In 1987-88, all 17 of the LEP Title VII seniors graduated.

At the junior high level:

As shown in Figures:14 and 15, junior high dropout rates appear
higher for all groups with the new time frame implemented in 1986-87.

Title VII dropout rates were higher than AISD's overall rates both

years. Title VII may have impacted the 1936-87 rate for those
served, with a dropout rate 5% lower than that for other LEP
students. (The 1985-86 rate was similar for both LEP groups.)

Efforts are being made to provide alternative methods of documenting
enrollment in other school systems. Another ORE publication, Programs for
Students With Limited English Proficiency Evaluation, 1987-88 (Pub. No.
87.44) provides more information on dropout rates for LEP and former LEP

students.

As shown in Figure 13, most of the 1986-87 Title VII dropouts (N=28; 62%)
left during their first two years in schools in AISD. The greatest
percentage of program students who dropped out were in AISD two years (N=16:

36%).

FIGURE 13
LENGTH OF TIME 1986-87 TITLE VII DROP=

WERE ENROLLED IN ADD

i YR. OR LESS N12

3-4 YRS. N-B

LENGTH OF TIME ENROLLED
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FIGURE 14
1986-87 DROPOUT RATES AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1987

Senior High Dropouts

School Year -Stammer Total
Group No. % No. % No. w

A.

Title VII* (N=129) 19 14.7% 9 7.0% 28 21.7%
Other LEP (N=285) 30 10.5% 27 9.5% 57 20.0%
All Hispanic 472 10.6% 195 4.4% 667 15.0%
AISD 1,426 8.0% 731 4.1% 2,157 12.1%

Junior High Dropouts

Group
School Year
No. %

Summer
No. %

Total
doNo. w

Title VII* (N=112) 8 7.1% 9 8.0% 17 15.2%
Other LEP (N=341) 38 12.1% 31 9.1% 69 20.2%
All Hispanic 187 6.1% 179 5.9% 366 12.0%
AISD 405 4.2% 512 5.4% 917 9.6%

FIGURE 15
1985-86 DROPOUT RATES AS OF JULY 1, 1986

Senior High Dropouts

Dropouts Enrolled Dropout %

Title VII* 24 84 28.6%
Other LEP 46 244 18.9%
All Hispanic 661 4,316 15.3%
AISD 1,911 17,894 10.7%

Junior High Dropouts

Dropouts Enrolled Dropout %

Title VII* 10 109 9.2%
Other LEP 31 307 10.1%
All Hispanic 199 2,799 7.1%
USD 481 9,354 5.1%

* Title VII served LEP students dominant or monolingual in Spanish at
Murchison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston Senior
Highs. Other LEP includes all other LEP students in AISD dominant in
English or anu'her language.
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Three-Year Profile: Other Measures of Success

Hispanic A and B LEP students (73) who were enrolled in Title VII in 1985-86
and still active in 1987-88 were followed up in terms of retention, credits
earned, and subject area performance. Because students still had to be in
AISD, students who started Title VII in 1985-86 in grades 11 and 12 and have
since graduated are not reflected. Thus, those included were in grades 7-10
in 1985-86 and grades 8-12 in 1987-88. This three-year follow-up group
consisted of students who:

Continued in the TIcle VII program,
Left the program because of upgraded language dominance, or
Were no longer served by Title VII or ESL by parent request.

The three-year follow-up group was examined in relation to a LEP comparison
group (N=256) composed of other non-English proficiency students enrolled in
AISD in 1985-86 and still active in 1987-88.

Retention/Promotion. The following can be seen in Figure 16:

Overall, 78% of the Title VII 1985-86 participants were subsequently
promoted the next two years; 22% were retained.

Compared to the LEP comparison group, the Title VII students showed
lower retention rates for every grade-level group (7, 8, 9, 11)
except those in grade 10 in 1985-86.

GRADE IN 1985 -86

TITLE VII (Na21)

LEP (N-55)

TITLE VII (N -35)

LEP (Na62)

9 TITLE VII (N-9)

LEP (Na78)

TITLE VII Nab.)

LEP (Na5i)

TITLE VII (Na2)

LEP (Na3)

FIGURE 16
PROMOTION/RETENTION RATES

1985-86 TITLE VII AND OMER LEP STUDENTS
1986-87 AND 1987-88

1003

28°../

50% A}. CHI l'*-

Eder.#4411'- ;"%.;(' REV :A

653

40% /r
*Mt

60%

50%

0

TOTAL VII IN - 73)
TOTAL LP IN 249)
N MISSING a 7

25 50

PERCENT

22

30

n31

X**
86-87 RETAINEES

E87-88 RETAINEES

PS PROMOTED

75 100
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Grade point averages. High school grade point averages (GPA's) across the
three years were examined for the 1985-86 Title VII and LEP comparison group
by subject. The GPA's of students as they passed through high school were
examined for both the Title VII and LEP follow-up group. The grade levels

involved each year are indicated in Figure 17. All grades earned were
grouped into general categories of language, reading, mathematics, science.
social studies, and other. This last area, "other," was used for all other
courses, including physical education and electives. A grade of passing is

70%.

FIGURE 17
GRADE LEVELS EXAMINED OVER TIME

(1985-88) FOR GPA AND CREDITS EARNED

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88

(7) (8) (9)

(8) 9 10

9 10 11

10 11 12

( ) = Grades in parentheses were not examined for credits earned.

Both groups' GPA's across the three years fell between 68 and 87.

In 1987-88, over one-third (37-38%) of the students made "A" (90-100)

or "B" (80-89) averages. The percentage of LEP comparison students

with these grades was 43-45%.

Both groups showed their best performance in the subject category
"other."

Language grade averages across the three years tended to be higher
for Title VII three-year follow-up students than for other LEP
students.

Each group has below passing GPA's in social studies one semester of
the six checked.

31
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FIGURE 18
MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGES ACROSS THREE YEARS

FOR TITLE VII AND LEP COMPARISON GROUPS HIGH SCHOOL COURSES ONLY

Title VII (N =73) 1985,86 b6a,87 1987-b8

S U B UTE 0 T N Fall N Spring N Fall N 1 Spring N Fair N spring

Language 17 83 19 83 67 82 67 83 94 80 106 76

Reading 7 81 12 80 32 72 30 76 24 72 15 72

Matnenatics 15 78 16 77 51 80 51 79 69 75 67 72

Science 4 71 3 78 40 75 40 78 51 72 55 73

Social Studies 12 74 13 74 29 69 34 76 52 43 47 72

Otter 39 84 31 87 82 82 85 85 124 83 121 82

LEP Comparison 1985,06 1986-87 1987-188

Group (N=148) j N Fall N Spring N Fall N Spring N Fall N Spring

,Language 143 78 (136 77 183 78 212 76 255 76 272 74

Reeding 58 75 59 77 44 75 61 78 1 60 79 57 78

trieratics 121 74 121 75 169 77 190 75 1223 75 233 76

:cience 95 74 1102 74 125 76 136 73 (165 74 164 74

Social Studies 79 68 1 78 72 127 71 141 72 1196 82 189 73

Otter 203 81 1197 81 283 84 1306 82 1398 82 422 81

I

-enter takina courses increases wit7rtime7S177Tre.577-01t1981e VI students enterthiQh school.

Credits earned. Another measure of performance is the number of credits

students were able to earn over the three-year period, 1985-86 to 1987-88.

AISD high school students need 21 credits for general graduation.

Completing 2.5 credits (five per year) most semesters will result in
attainment of that goal. Therefore, 2.5 credits per semester was used as the

standard for satisfactory progress. The percentage of each group earning at

least 2.5 credits a semester is given in Figure 19.
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More Title VII students earned at least 2.5 credits than did
students in the comparison group all three years.

More than three quarters of the Title VII students appear to be
making satisfactory progress towards graduation.

PERCENT

100 -

90

80 -

70 -

60

50

40 -

30

20 -

10

0

FIGUECE 19

Trim. VII AND OMER LEP STUDENTS--
PERCENT EARNING FIVE CREDITS CI? MORE 1 TEAR.

76

86

i985-86 i986-87

YEAR

25

i987-88

=TITLE VII THREE YEAR
MI FOLLOW-UP GROUP

LEP COMPARISON
GROUP



87.18

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baenen, Nancy; Turner, Belinda; and Yonan, B. (1987). A look at 1986-87
programs for limited English speakers. (Publication No. 86.43.) Austin,

TX: Austin Independent School District, Office of Research and Evaluation.

Cummins, J. (1981). Age on arrival and immigrant second language learning in
Canada: A reassessment. Applied linguistics, 2 132-49.

Cummins, J. (1985). Assessment of bilingual exceptional students.
Bilingualism and special education: Issues in assessment and pedagogy.

San Diego: College-Hill Press.

Lebya, C. F. (1978) Longitudinal study, Title VII bilingual program, Santa
Fe Public Schools. Los Angeles: National Dissemination and Assessment
Center.

Pierce, M. M., Stahlbrand, K., & Armstrong, S. B. (1984). Increasing
student productivity through peer tutoring programs. Austin: Pro-Ed.

Rosier, P. & Holm, W. (1980). The Rock Point experience: A longitudinal
study of a Navajo school. Washington, D. C.: Center for Applied
Linguistics.

San Diego City Schools. (1982). An exemplary approach to bilingual
education: A comprehensive handbook for implementing an elementary-level
Spanish-English language immersion program. San Diego: San Diego City

Schools.

Swain, M. & Lapkin, S. (1982). Evaluating bilingual education: A Canadian

case study. Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters, Ltd.

Wong Fillmore, L. (1983). On TESOL '82: Pacific perspectives on language

learning and teaching. Washington, D. C.: TESOL.

Yonan, B. (1988). Title VII final report 1985-86. (Pub. No. 86.26).

Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District, Office of Research and

Evaluation.

Yonan, Barbara. (1988; Title VII: 1987-88 technical report. (Pub. No.

87.19). Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District, Office of
Research and Evaluation.

26 3



87.19

Title VII Program

Appendix A

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY (LAB)
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LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY

Purpose

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is adm_ dstered
in English to provide a means of determining the English
proficiency of secondary pupils for whom English is not the
primary language spoken. The highest possible score is 92.
The LAB was used to provide information concerning:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #1 - English Proficiency. By the end of each
program year, program students' average posttest percentile
scores on the English Language Assessment Battery (LAB) will
be higher than the pretest percentile scores. (All schools)

Evaluation Question D1-1. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet its EngM proficiency objective that
participants would exhibit percentile gains, on the
average, in their English language proficiency?

Evaluation Question D1-2. What were the percentile and
raw score gains, on the average, of participants who
were in the program for three years?

Evaluation Question D1-3. Did 1987-88 participants who
were tutored exhibit greater percentile gains, on the
average, in English proficiency compared to those not
tutored?

Evaluation Question D1-4. Did program participants who
were tutored for three or more semesters make greater
percentile gains than nontutored two- or three-year
participants in 1987-88?

Procedure

The LAB was administered only to new program participants
(Hispanic LEP A & B students) between September 14 and
October 1, 1987, to provide a baseline comparison with
results from the April'and May, 1988 re-evaluation. This was
a change from 1985-86 and 1986-87, when all students were
pretested in the fall and administered posttests in the
spring. To avoid over-testing, only those students not tested
in the spring, 1987 were tested in the fall, 1988. These
students were nearly all new to the District. A problem in
testing occurred at Martin, the new school location of the
TBE program. Most of the returning students in grade seven
were not tested, because the spring IDEA testing in grade six

APPENDIX A
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was to have been used as their pretest measure of language
proficiency. However, students were not tested because test
communication to sixth grade teachers was not clear. In the
fall these students were missed, because seventh grade
teachers assumed continuing students had been pretested.
However, new seventh and eighth graders at Martin were
administered the LAB group segments of the test by TBE
teachers; the Title VII evaluation associate gave the
individual part. At Travis, the evaluation associate and
codinating counselor (LPAC chairperson) administered all
sections of the LAB to students. Title VII students at
Anderson and Johnston were tested by the ESOL teachers and
the school LPAC chairpersons.

From April 14 to May 7, the posttest was administered at the
four schools using the same procedures except at Travis the
LPAC chairperson administered all parts of the tests alone.

LAB scores were entered on a computer terminal by the part-
time clerk for bilingual programs and transferred to master
data file BARB87 by the programmer analyst. Thus, in order to
answer the evaluation questions about English proficiency,
three master data files for each of the program's three years
were used, BARB87 (master file 1987-88), BARB86 (master file
1986-87), and BARB85 (master file 1985-86). Raw score gains
were calculated from these files for the overall group.
Tutor/nontutor comparisons were calculated from mergers of
current and past two year master data files with tutor data
files, Data Tutor85 and Data Tutor87. (Tutor data for 1986-87
was included on master data file BARB86.) Raw scores were
transformed into equivalent percentiles, using the LAB
Technical Manual (see Attachment A-4)as appropriate.
Specific SAS procedures are given in Attachment A-1, A-2, and
A-3. Significant differences between tutored and nontutored
groups over time were examined through regression analysis;
to do this, the programmer analyst created EV1PLOT, based on
SAS General Linear Models, (See Attachment A-3.)

A summary of results may be found under Language Proficiency
in the Final Report section of this report (pp. 7-10).
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THIS PROGRAM PERFORMS LAB ANALYSIS ON TITLE VII KIDS WHO WERE
IN THE PROGRAM FOR 3 YEARS. THEY MUST HAVE A PRESCORE IN FALL85
AND A POSTSCORE IN SPRING88.

00000210
TITLE 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT': 00000220
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION'; 00000230
TITLES 'TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS - i988': 00000270TITLE4 '01-2'; EDI-I Cone year tejn40 00000270DATA BARB87;

INFILE BARB87; 199*-28'INPUT STUID 1-7
NAME $ 8-35 F:ke,

c'`-.9
00000630LOC $ 36-38 00000640GRADE8 $ 39-40

LEPST $ 42
LANGOOM $ 43-44
FALL87 45-46
SPRe7 47-48
SPR88 49 -50;

1/8 6-84-
00000630
00000640

IF GRADE8 GE '09'
DATA BARB86;

INFILE BARB86:

AND GRADE8 LE '12';

INPUT STUID 1-7 KAsi-e-r. F:NAME $ 8-34
LOC $ 36-38
GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGOOM $ 43
FALL86 45-46
SPR87 48-49
ENDORSE 51
TUTREAD $ 53
TUTLANG $ 54
TUTMATH $ 55
TUTSOCS $ 56
TUTSCI S 57;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA BARB85:
INFILE BARB85;
INPUT STUID 4-10

NAME $ 11-30
GRADE $ 31-32
L005 $ 33-35
FALL85 57-58
SPR86 59-60;

r',1-e- 76-74

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA BARBMRG:
MERGE BARB85(IN=ONI) BARB87(IN=ON2) BARB86(IN=ON3):
BY STUID:
IF FALL85 NE . AND (SPR88 NE . OR FALL87 NE .);

LABGAIN = SPR88 - FALL85:
PROC FRED;

TABLES SPR88 FALL87:
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STOERR T PRT;

00000630

00000640



--MI 114 Ma ON ME EON MO On az2 in* glog igge gag

VARIABLE. N

FALL87 14
5PRE18 14

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

T TLE V I LIB ANALYSIS - 1988
FALL 87 AND SPRING 88 LAO SCORES

14-q2 TuEsoAy. JUNE 7. 1988

STANDARD _MINIMUM maximum jsro.ERpoR T PR>IT1
OEVZATZON VALUE VALUE OF MEAN

GRADE.07

11.78571429 19.84237335 0.0000000 56.0000000 56.0000000 165.000000 393.719780 5.30309734 2.22 0.0446
42.00000000 11.61563932 26.0000000 61.000000e 35.0000000 586_000000 134.923077 3 10441019 13 53 0 0001

LUCA IN--11"- 6: iT4 2at'z 1-11:451$44t61-2Toci00006-547dood000 d oociab0o-42 7000000 --3087j3 : sia §6.7 --67714- C000r
GRADV418

SPR87 32 42.65625000 12.42684237 24.0000000 67.0000000 43.0000000 1365.00000 154.426411 2.19677613 19.42 0.0001
5PR88 32 50.625000013. 14,93156432...23 0000000 81.0000000 580000000 1620.00000 2222451613 2 63955260 my! 0 pool_
LAsaiIN 32 --7:26875000 6.69368684 ":C0000000 28:006e000 29.0000000 --2s5albocW--11.805444 1.18328784 6:0001

GRADE.00

SPR87 14 40.00000000 11.30690735 33.0000000 72.0000000 39.0000000 672.000000 127.846154 3.02189810 15.88 0.0001
89.4,P00000.-- q211990.11--

LABGAIN 14 15.78571429 7.23430472 4.0000000 33.0000000 29.0000000 221.000000 52.335165 1.93344926 8.16 0.0001

.----- . qdAof!lq___________________________________

SPR87 15 53.93333333 11.73192632 29.0000000 69.0000000 40.0000000 809.000000 137.638095 3.02917035 17.80 0.0001
5PR88 15 64:93333333 _11.54164303_ 45.0000000, ap,p00000p as.on0000g. .974 000000 133.209524 2 98003942 21 79
LABGAIN" --15"-Ii.410000000- 11.13552873 -:1770000000 540000000-51:000000- i65000000---124.000000--27075181 15 ---3:83 0.0019

SPR87 11 62.72727273 8.45092787 53.0000000 77.0000000 24.0000000 690.000000 7t.4181818 2.54805062 24.62 0.0001
SPR88 11 71.72727273 6.79839553 63.0000000 85.0000000 22.0000(.10 789 000000 46_2181818 2.04979338 34 99 0 0001
CAB6taFr--- 'if ****-0 76bocibooci-g7t i :r000000d-if:b00000d* :odoixio6- "b0Tocidockibo:66dococi-176678711:,

GRA0p12

SPR87 7 53.57142857 14.69531833 27.0000000 69.0000000 42.0000000 375.000000 215.952381 5.55430825 9.65 0.0001
spRes 7._69:.2857.1422 7.27356597 59 .0000090 81.0000000._ 2 2._.90P0Q00..__05.PP09(19 904762 2491a .dM 3... 20 q P90!

7 15.71428571 956929614 0.0000000 36.0000000 28.0000000 110.000000 91.571429 3.61685397 4.34 0.0049

FALL86 SPRB7 FALL87 5PRE18:
PROC SORT;
BY GRAOE8;

PRCC MEANS;
VAR FALL85 5PRII8 LABGAIN:
BY GRAOE8;

PROC MEANS;
VAR FALL85 SPRO8 LABGAIN:

PROC MEANS:
VAR FALL85 SPR86 FALL86 SPR87 FALL87 SP288;
BY GRADE;

PROC MEANS;
VAR FALL05 SPRO6 FALLB6 SPR87 FA.-87 SPR80;

PROC DELETE DATA.2ARB87 TUTOR; 00001070

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 15:00 THURSOAY. JUNE 9. 1988 2

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS.- 1900

ORWLEP - SA$LAOSC

VARIABLE N 9TP412"0.----9INI1P11 - .1M).(11M4.... _ RANGE .....5M..._____!! .................... .. _ L.......PRZIII__MEAN
OEVIATION VALUE VALUE -OF MEAN

FALL85 28 30.64285714 12.21175598 17.0000000 58.00000130_41,0000000 1082.00000 149.126984 2.30780496 16 74 0 0001

--t01486-- ------21--461-407401"41--iiThlib426s-5.0000000 66:0000000 41:0000000- "125300000.-i40:94C526-2:18475641 "21:1
FALL86 10 48.00000000 9.36097955 35.0000000
5PR87 56.83333333 9.906812I 36 0000000

--PA1C07
,,.,24

. .

SPR88 28 60.42857143 8.27503417 50.0000000

,13):401gr

28 10 0 0001
63.0000000 28.0000000 400.00000 87.777778 2.96273147
72.0000000 36.0300000 1364.00000 98 144928 2 02221957

. . . . .

883.0000000 33.0000000 1860.00000 68.476190 1.56383446 42.4 0.0001
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PHIS PROGRAM PERFORMS LAB ANALYSIS DN THE TITLE VII KIDS WHD
HAVE BOTH A PRESCORE OF SPRING87 OR FALL87 AND A POSTSCORE OF
SPRING88. TUTORED AND NON-TUTORED KIDS ARE COMPARED.

00000210
TITLE 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT'; 00000220
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION'; 00000230
TITLE3 'TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS - 1988'; 00000270
TITLE4 'D1-3'; 00000270
DATA BAR887;

00000630
00000640

INFILE BARB87;
INPUT STUID 1-7

NAME $ 8 -35
LOC $ 36-38
GRADE8 $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGDOM $ 43-44
FALL87 45-46
SPR87 47-48
SPR88 49-50:

IF GRADE8 GE '09' AND GRADES LE '12';
DATA TUTOR:

INFILE TUT87
A INPUT STUID 1-7

GRADE $ 9-10
READ $ 12fn LANG $ 16;

al C1 PROC SORT;
1-1 BY STUID;

DATA BAR886;
INFILE BARB86;
INPUT STUID 1-7

NAME $ 8-34
LOC $ 36-38
GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGDOM $ 43
FALL86 45-46
SPR87 48-49
ENDORSE 51
TUTREAD $ 53
TUTLANG $ 54
TUTMATH $ 55

4 2
TUTSOCS $ 56
TUTSCI $ 57;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA BARBMRG;
MERGE TUTOR(IN=ON1) BARB87(IN=ON2) BARB86(IN=ON3);
BY STUID;
IF ON1 AND ON2 THEN TUTORED = 'YES';
ELSE TUTORED . 'NO';
IF (SPR88 NE . AND FALL87 NE .) OR (SPR88 NE . AND SPR87 NE .);

POST = SFR88;
IF (SPREE NE . AND FALL87 NE .) THEN PRE = FALL87;

411111111--11ar" inane sum Wain tig_amiait_s2119.14116 MIA

00000630
00000640

4 3

C
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PROC SORT;
BY TUTORED;

PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
TITLE4 'TOTAL COLLAPSED';
VAR PRE POST LABGAIN;
BY TUTORED;

PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
TITLE4 'RAW SCORES BY GRADE-OVERALL';

VAR SPR87 SPR88;
BY GRADE;
PROC DELETE 0ATA.BARB87 TUTOR;

/ *
00001070

AUSTIN
OFFICE

TITLE

INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
VII LAB ANALYSIS - 1988
TOTAL COLLAPSED

14:40 TUESDAY. JUNE 7. 1988 3

VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM VARIANCE STD ERROR T PR>;Jl

DEVIATION VALUE VALUE CF MEAN

TUTORED=NO

PRE 40 50.62500000 17.42042347 0.0000000 77.0000000 77.0000000 2025.00000 303.471154 2.75441080 18.38 0.0001

POST 40 65.25000000 13.32964693 30 0000000 86:0000000 56_0000000 2610.00000 177.679487 2 10760223 30.96 0.0001

LABGAIN 40 14.62500000 11.22882623 -17.0000000 36.0000000 53.0000000 585.00000 126.086538 1.77543332 8.24 0.0001
'a
'a
m TUTORED=YES

PRE 167 39.04477612 21.43519680 0.0000000 72.0000000 72.0000000 2616.00000 459.467662 2.61872608 14.91 0.0001
I-1
C POST

LABGAIN
67
67

53.02985075
13.98507463

15.66212392
13.46431033

23 0000000
-2.0000000

81.0000000 58.0000000
58.0000000 60.0000000

3553.00000
937.00000

245 30212f
181.287653

1.91343298
1.64492731

27,71
8.50

__0 0001_
0.0001

4
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THIS PROGRAM COMPARES LAB RESULTS OF TITLE VII STUDENTS WHO WERE

TUTORED FOR 3 OR MORE SEMESTERS WITH NON-TUTORED TITLE VII

STUDENTS.
00000210

TITLE 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT';
00000220

TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION';
00000230

TITLE3 'TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS - 01-4'; 00000270

DATA BARB87;
INFILE BARB87;
INPUT STUID 1-7

NAME $ 8-35
00000630

LOC $ 36-38
00000640

GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGOOM $ 43-44
FALL87 45-46
SPR87 47-48
SPR88 49-50;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

3 DATA TUTOR87;
INFILE TUT87;
INPUT STUID 1-7

rn GRADE $ 9-10
03c7 REA087 12

MATH87 14

LANG87 16

) SOCS87 18

OTHR87 20
SCIN87 22;

IF REA087 = 2 THEN REA087 = 1;

IF LANG87 = 2 THEN LANG87 = 1;

IF MATH87 = 2 THEN MATH87 = 1;
IF SOCS87 = 2 THEN SOCS87 = 1;
IF SCIN87 = 2 THEN SCIN87 = 1;
IF OTHR87 = 2 THEN OTHR87 = 1:

IF REA087 = 3 THEN REA087 = 2;

IF LANG87 = 3 THEN LANG87 = 2;

IF MATH87 = 3 THEN MATH87 = 2;

IF SOCS87 = 3 THEN SOCS87 = 2;

IF SCIN87 = 3 THEN SCIN87 = 2;

IF OTHR87 = 3 THEN OTHR87 = 2;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA BARB86;
INFILE BARB86;

40 INPUT STUID 1-7

NAME $ 8-34
00000630

LOC $ 36-38
00000640

GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGOOM $ 43
FALL86 45-46

c-f.
"S 0
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SEMTOT3 + SEMESTER;
IF SEMTOT3 GE 3 THEN TUTORED = "YES';
IF SEMTOT3 = 0 THEN TUTORED= 'NO';
LABGAIN = SPRd8 - F4LL85;

PROC PRINT;
PROC SORT;

BY TUTORED;
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
TITLE4 'THREE YEAR LAB GROUP';

VAR FALL85 SPR88 LABGAIN;
BY TUTORED;

DATA TUTMRG2;
MERGE BARB85(IN=ON1) BARB86(IN=ON2) BARB87(IN=0N3) TUTOR85(IN=ON4)

TUTOR87(IN=ON5);
BY STUID;
IF FALL86 NE . AND SPR88 NE .;
SEMTOT3 = 0;
SEMTOT3 + READ87;
SEMTOT3 + LANG87;
SEMTOT3 + MATH87;

3 SEMTOT3 + SOCS87;
SEMTOT3 + SCIN87;
SEMTOT3 + OTHR87;

fn SEMTOT3 + READ86;
LOC SEMTOT3 + LANG86;

1-4 SEMTOT3 + MATH86;
SEMTOT3 + SOCS86;
SEMTOT3 + SCIN86;

IF SEMTOT3 GE 3 THEN TUTORED = 'YES';
IF SEMTOT3 = 0 THEN TUTORED = 'NO';
LABGAIN = SPR88 - FALL86;
PROC PRINT;

PROC SORT;
BY TUTORE'

PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
TITLE4 'TWO YEAR LAB GROUP';

VAR FALL86 SPR88 LABGAIN;
BY TUTORED;

PROC DELETE DATA=TUTMRG2 TUTMRG3 BARB87 BARB86 BARB85 TUTOR87 TUTOR85;00001070
/* 00001080

48
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AUSTIN
OFFICE

TITLE

INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
VII LAB ANALYSIS - 01-4
THREE YEAR LAB GROUP

14:52 FRIDAY, AUGUST 5. 1988

VARIABLE N MEAN STANOARO MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM VARIANCE STO ERROR T PR>'11DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN

TUTOREO=

FALL85 16 40.37500000 11.72390720 21.0000000 58.0000000 37.0000000 646.00000 137.450000 2.93097680 13 78 0 0001SPR88
LABGAIN

16

16
67.06250000
26.66750000

8.77472697
14.77709376

50.0000000
-6.0000000

83.0000000 33.0100000
43.0006000 49.0000000

1073 03000
427.00000

76.995833
218.362500

2.19368174
3.0427344

30 57
7.22

0.0001
0.0001

TUTOREOrNO

FALL85
SPR88

4

4
28.00000001
67:00000000

10,.01850900
7.16472842

17.0000000
59 0000000

54.0000000 37.0000000
74 0000000____15 0000000

152.000000
268.000000

324.666667
51.333333

9.00925450
3 58236421

4.22
18 70

0.0244
0 0003LABGAIN 4 29.00000000 12.27463509 20.0000000 46.0000000 26.0000000 116.000000 150.666667 6.13731755 4.73 0.0180

TUTOREOrYES

FALLS5 8 35.50000000 11.09697513 24.0000000 52.0000000 28.0000000 284.000000 123.1428E7 3.92337318 9 05 0.0001SPR88
LABGAIN

8
8

64.87500000
29.37500000

8 55966455
7.15017482

53.opoob00
20.0000000

76.0000400 ?p.00poppb
41.0000000 21.0000000

TWO YEAR LAB GROUP

51,9,043400,
235.000000

73 20785 7
51.125000

332629842"
2.52796855 11.62 0.0001

VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM VARIANCE STO ERROR T PR>IT1
DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN

TUTORED=

EAU ,6 24 37.79166667 12.04332457 16.0000000 68.0000000 52.0000000 907.00000 145.041667 2.45833333 15.37 0.0001
SPRUB 24 59.75000000 13 43341065 34 0000000 85,0000000 51.0000000 1434.00000 180.456522 2 74208347 21 79 0 0001
LABGAIN 24 21.95833333 9.47527293 - 1.0000000 36.0000000 37.0000000 527700000 89.780797 1.92413199 11.35 0.0001

TUTOREO=NO

FALL86 9 41.77777778 19.95481006 9.0000000 67.0000000 58.0000000 376.000000 398.194444 6.65160335 6.28 0.0002
SPR88 9 64.88888889 15 26797665 35 0000000 83.0000000 48.0000000 584 000000 233.111111 5.08932555 12 75 0.0001_
LA8GAIN 9 23.11111111 18.03083778 9.0000000 65.0000000 56.0000000 208.000000 325.111111 6.01027926 3.85 0.0049

TUTORED=YES

FALL86 5 38 20000000 22 09524836 0.0000000 56.0000000 56.0000000 191.000000 488.200000 9.88129546 3.87 0.0181
.

1ABGAIN
5
5

64 60000000
26.40000000

14,15272825
12.50199984

45 0000000,A11"0000000 36 QQ0000Q
16.0000000 45.0000000 29.00C.^000

323.00000Q
132.000000

200.300600
156.300000

6 32929696
5.59106430

10 PI.
4.72 0.0092
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SAS 10 49 T0ESDAT, Jura 21, 1988 2

DEPENDENT vARIAOLE. VI

SOURCE 'Stg.;" OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE-- F VALUE PR >

MODEL 5 19614 15598793_ 3322.83119953, 5.14,611 0,0901

ERROR 101 7245 56362854 71 73825375 ROOT USE

--COARCOE0-10 /AL 106 26859 7196261T-- *"13,46984379

R.SOUARL

0 730244

C V.

14 7051

VI MEAN

57.59013084

SOUPCE-- OF Ty14-1 'SS-- 'r VALUE- --vgIvr- "OF------ --FOE III SS F' VALUE 150 .. I*

v3 413,78915833 5,77.. 0.;0181 ,1 106.0:28411i
'3.03

0 2269

.°04°----- -171.11.1917738f -2311 94 0.0061 .1- ---.27i, 983,0923 3.03 0,0530

v6 1 2045.77457385 28.52 0.0001 1 1981.00834467 27.61 0 0001

V7 1 3.32377975 0.05 0.8300 J. 1.58950733 0 02 0 8020

1 °10.07671i87° ---O. IA -0'7086- 1 1e:0/671187 0 14 0 7086'

PARAMETER ESTIMATE

INTERCEPT 34,77023759
v3 -0.18413809
v4 0 63160557
v6 0,01143612
v7 0 00052305
V8 ?.83AA3313

TFOR
PARAMETER.°

4.87 -0.13001`-
-*22 0 2269
I 96 0.0530

25 0.0001
.0 15 0.8820
0 17 7086

STD ERROR OF
ESTIMATE

-7.14222071
0 '5146745
0 ::42260295
0 CO2 17626
0 03351385
7 ..7.453184

0/ Of 1.8101CTV2 ..rM801 ,15 ,yAl 0.' GAWP

2

65 2 1

7 11

2 1

22 1

2 1

--55

SO

40- -
ll

35 *2

2

2

11

22

2
:2

12 1

.1!I
22

12
2

10.49 101. AY. JUNE 21. 1988 u

/
2 e

.t.* 4

A 12. 20 2,Y8 32 . itt -.52
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Table IC. Percentile Ranks Corresponding to Number 01 Correct IlemsTotal English Level Ill Table IC. Percentile Ranks Corresponding to Number of Correct ItemsTotal English Level Ill (coot.)

Total EnglishLevel Ill Total EnglishLevel Ill

aYMM
Fortawilla

ANA

Nag.. Caeaml
Gni*

Is La &YAW
Porca.1.

Itaaa

N we...
Grad*

:a Lt

9
99
98
97
96

91.92
90

89

92
91

92
91

92
91

92 92

5

49
48
47
46
45
44
43
42
41
40

77

76

75

81

80

84

83

82

83

82

83

84

as

85

8

95
94
93
97
91
30
89

as

87
89

90 90

91
91

4

39
38
37
35
35
34
33
32
31
30
29
28
27
26
25
24
23

74

73

72

71

70

69

68

79

78

77

76

75

74

73

81

80

79

78

77

81

80

79

78

77

83

82

81

80

84

82

81

7

C7
86
as
84
83
82
81
80
79
78
77

86

85

as

87

89
89

90

50

6

76
75
74
73
72
71
70
69
68
67
66
65
64
63
62
61
60

84

83

112

81

86

85

84

as

87

86

as

87

86

89

88

es

as

3

22
21
20
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
11

67

66

65

64
63

62
61
60

72
71

70

69

68
67
66
65

76

75

74
73

72
71

76
75
74
73
72
71
70

6869
67

79

78

77
76
75
74
73
72

70.71

80
79

78
77
76

75

74

2

1---

10
09
08
07
06
05
04

03
02
01

59
58
57
56
55
54

52.53

50.51
4559

1.44. _ ..-.._

64

660-62431

59
57.58

56
54.55

4551.5053

1.44

70
69
68

67
65-66
,...2.64_
59 61
53.58
1.52__.

6566 69
63 64

62
67.68
64-66

6 0-61 63
57.59
54.56

6501-6602

52.53 66.67

49 51
46.48

50.52.5551

1.45 1.49_--- --

73 , "57 c-c.t.
72 co

70.71 fD 0
69 1:7 =

6668 ID , a
63.65 0-1 (1)
6062 cci a
5659 T .....,"
52.55 ,,,

"' -11..151 __ID

59
58
57
56
55
54
53
52
51
so--.

ao

79

78

___-..--.

83

82

85

84

87

86 87

12 13

5 5.



87.19

Title VII Program

Appendix B

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS.(ITBS)/
TESTS OF ACHIEVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY (TAP)
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87.19

IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS (ITBS)/
TESTS OF ACHIEVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY (TAP)

Purpose

Academic achievement is the primary focus of education.
However, national research suggests that it may take five to
seven years for students with very limited proficiency in
English--like Title VII Hispanic LEP A and B students--to
develop the deeper level ol English competency necessary to
fully comprehend academic tasks (Cummins, 1984). Thus, norm-
referenced tests such as the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) and the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP)
predictably are not very sensitive to early g -lent gains
which usually are in the area of interpersor mmunication
skills. LEP students in AISD generally show gains on norm-
referenced tests after three or four years. Thus, the
ITBS/TAP provide a baseline and a means to measure the
narrowing of the academic gap over time between Title VII and
other students in AISD.

Decision Question Dl. Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #2 - English Achievement: By the end of each
program year, program students, average posttest percentile
scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the Tests
of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) (as appropriate) will be
114-Jher than average pretest percentile scores by subject

. (All schools)

Evaluation Question D1-5. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet its English achievement objective that
junior and senior high program participants would
exhibit percentile achievement gains, on the average, by
grade and subject areas, when tested in English in:

a) Reading?
b) Language?
c) Mathematics?
d) social Studies?
e) Science?

Evaluation 9uestion D1-6. Was the percentage of program
participants, entering in 1985-86 and able to take the
ITBS/TAP, greater after three years than after one or
two years? How many were able to be tested all three
years?

Evaluation Question D1-7. Did the grade equivalent
scores of 1987-88 program students who were in the
program and able to be tested in 1985-86 and 1986-87,
come closer to the national average in the third year?

APPENDIX B
2



87.19

Procedure

Test Administration

The ITBS is administered to all AISD students, grades K-8,
while its continuation, the TAP, is given to students,
grades 9-12. Both are administered as part of the regular
districtwide testing program in April and May of each year.

Teachers may have program LEP A,B, and C students attempt
the ITBS/TAP. However, if it is obvious student, cannot
handle the level of English proficiency required on the
first test, they are permitted to discontinue. This is
based on teacher judgment that the student would be unable
to answer one out of four items correctly. A separate
decision is made for each subsequent subtest as a student
who may not be able to take a reading comprehension test
may be able to do reasonably well on a mathematics
computation test. Subtests with an insufficient number of
responses are automatically discounted when machine scored.
A program student may also not be tested if that student
was absent during the regular and makeup sessions of the
districtwide testing.

All tests were administered by classroom teachers. All
scoring was handled by the Office of Research and
Evaluation (ORE).

Sample Description

The Title VII student population, upon which the ITBS/TAP
analyses are based, is uniquely restricted. Most
participants have not been in AISD or its programs for LEP
students for very long. Therefore, some did not have pre-
and posttest scores to assess growth.

Data Analysis

The follLing evaluation questions were answered by SAS
programs based on the Title VII master files, and district
lorgitudinal LEP, ITBS, and TAP data files.

E'lluation Question D1-5 and Objective 2. Extrapolated
median percentile scores for pro- and posttest ITBS (grades
7 and 8) and TAP (grades 9-12) scores of program students
on the 1987-88 master file were computed by the programmer
analyst in SAS program EV1 ITBS by grade and test area
(reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and
science). See Attachment B-1 for program statements and
sample output. Gains were then hand-calculated (posttest
median minus pretest median). Gains could not be
determined for 9th graders, b-cause they take the ITBS in
grade 8 versus the TAP in grace 9; norms vary considerably.

APPENDIX B
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87.19

Evaluation Question D1-6. The programmer analyst created
EV1ITBS3, examining the test caking patterns of 1985-86
master file participants over the three years with SAS PROC
FREQ procedures. See Attachment B-3 for the percentage of
program participants able to take the ITBS/TAP.

Evaluation Question D1-7. A SAS PROC MEANS procedure was
run on 1987-88 master Tile students with ITBS/TAP scores
for spring, 1985 (pretest) and spring, 1988 (posttest) by
subtest area in SAS program EV1ITBS2. In addition, this
program calculated a means for any spring, 1986 subtest
grade equivalent score these students had. See Attachment
B-2. (For sample output, see p. 9.)

Results may be found under English Achievement of the Final
Report section (see pp.11-15).
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4



//EVIIIBS JOB .CLASS.A.MSGCLASS.H.NOTIFY.ORSB 00000010
//JCBLIB DD OSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIR.DISP=SHR
/ /PRTSTI EXEC oRTCNTL.CTL.PCSIMW.RCLASS.0
//SAS EXEC SAS.OPTIONS.'MACR0'.USER=01:25.RCLASS=C 00000020
//ORSDIS DD DSN.SYS2.TrST.DRSDIS.DISP=(SHR,KEEP)
//LEPFIP. DD OSN=ORE.PROU.LEPFIL.DISP.(SHR.KEEP)
//MASTER DD OSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SA087VII).DISP=(SHR.KEEP)
//ITBS DD OSN=UCC.ESWIT105(0). 00000030
// DISP:(OLD.KEEP.KEEP) 00000040
//TAPS DD OSN=ITC.ESWTPL04(0).
// DISP=(OLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//SYSIN DD 00000080

00000170
OPTIONS ERRORS 0; 00000190

THIS PROGRAM PERFORMS A DNE YEAR ItBS FOLLOWUP ON TITLE VII
KIDS. 9TH GRADERS ARE EXCLUDFD.

TITLEI 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT':
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION';
TITLES 'TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 86/87 - 87/88 D1-5';
DATA SCORES; 00000240

INFILE ITBS; 00000250
INPUT STUID $ 1-7 06000217

0813 READTGE7 203.1
0816 READTPC7 202.
0821 LANGGE7 203.I
0824 LANGEPC7 202.
0832 WRKSTPC7 202.

"PD

13 0837 MATHTGE7 203.1
rrl 0840 MATHTPC7 202.

cn Z GRADE8 $ 92?-923
0953 REDCMGE8 203.1 00000248

>4 0956 REDCPPC8 202. 00000249
01025 MATCMGE8 203.1 00000275

CO 01028 AATCMPC8 LD2. 00000276
01033 EADTGEB 203.1 00000278
01036 REAOTPC8 202. 00000279
01041 LANGGE8 203.1 00000281
@1044 LANGEPC8 202. 00000281
01052 WRKSTPC8 202.
01057 MATHTGE8 203.1 00000287
@1060 MATHTPC8 202.; 00000288

IF GRADES GE '07';
DATA TAPSCDRE;

INFILE TAPS;
INPUT STUID $ 1-7 00001093

0255 READGE6 203.1 00001112
p258 READPC6 202. 00001113
0262 MATHGE6 203.1 00001115
0265 MATHPC3 202. 00001116
0269 WRITGE6 2D3.1 00001118
0272 WRITPC6 202. 00001119
p283 SOCSTGE6 203.1 00001124
p286 SOCSTPC6 202. 00001125
0290 SCINCGE6 203.1 00001127
0293 SCINCPC6 202. 00001128
0355 READGE7 203.1 00001112
0:58 READPC7 202. 00001113
0362 MATHGE7 203.1 000011'5
0365 MATHPC7 202. 00001116
0369 WRITGE7 203.1 00001118
p372 WRITPC7 202. 00001119
0383 SOCSTGE7 203.1 00001124
0386 SDCSTPC7 702. 00001125
0C1) SCINCGE7 2D3.I 00001127 61

03

to



v393
v455
9458
v462
v465
v469
v472
v4E13
.v486
0490
0493

DATA MASTER;

SCINCPC7
READGEB
READPCB
MATHGEB
MATHPCB
WRITGCB
WRITPC8
SOCSTGEB
SOCSTPCB
SCINCGEB
SOlUCPCB

202.
Z03.1
202.
203.1
ZD2.
203.1
ZD2.
Z03.1
202.
Z03.1
202.:

00001128

/NFILE MASTER;
INPUT ;y1.111) $ 1-7

GRADE $ 39-40;
IF GRADE NE '09';

PRDC SDRT; 00000570

8Y STUID; 00000580

DATA TAPURG:
MERGE TAPSCORE(IN.ON1) MASTER(IN.ON2) SCORES(IN.DN3);
8Y STUID;
IF OW:
IF READTPC7 NE ..AND READTPCB NE AND LANGEPC7 NE . AND LAN,EPC8

NE . AND MATHTP117 NE . AND MATHTPCB NE . AND WRKSTPC7 NE . AND

WRKSTPC8 NE .;

If READPC7 NE . AND READPCB NE . AND WRITPC7 NE . AND WRITPC8 NE .

AND MATHPC7 NE . AND MATHPCB NE . AND SDCSTPC7 NE . AND SDCSTPC8

NE . AND SCINCPC7 NE . AND SCINCPC8 NE .;
PRDC SDRT;
8Y GRADE;

DATA SEVEN;
SET TAPMRG;
IF GRADE = '07';

DATA EIGHT;
SET TAPMRG;
IF GRADE . 'D8';

DATA TEN:
SET TAPMRG;
IF GRADE = 'ID':

DATA ELEVEN;
SET TAPMRG;
IF GRADE = '11';

DATA TWELVE;
SET TAPMRG;
IF GRADE '12';

%INCLUDE ORSDIS(SA$MDIAN);
PR= FREQ DATA SEVEN;
TITLE3 '7TH GRADE';
TABLES READTPC7/OUT=DUTDATA NOPRINT:
RUN;
AMEDIAN(OUTDATA.READTPC7);
PROC FREQ DATA SEVEN;
TITLE3 '7TH GRADE';
TABLES MATHTPC7/DUT.DUTDATA NOPRINT; 00000660

RUN:
%mEDIAN(OUTDATA.4ATHTPC7):
PR= FREQ DATA . SEVEN;
TITLE3 '7TH GRADE';
TABLES LANGEPC7/OUTOUTOATA NDPRINT; 00000660

RUN; 00000650

AMED1AN(OUTDATA.LANGEPC7);
PROC FREQ DATA = SEVEN;
TITLE3 '7TH GRADE':
TABLES WRKSTPC7/DUTDUTOATA NOPRINT: 00000660

RUN; 00000650

00000170

00000660
00000650

00000650

-pct.
DI CF
LO tZu
CD

iN)

(I)

0 7
t)

CO

63



PROC FRED DATA TWELVE:
TITLE3 '12TH GRAOE°;
TABLES SOCSTPC8/OUTOuTDATA NOPRINT;
SUM;
UEDIAN(OUTDATA;SOCSTPC8);
PROC FRED DATA TWELVE:
TITLE3 '12TH GRADE';
TABLES SCINCPC8/OUT=OUTDATA NOPRINT;
RUN:
UEDIANIOUTDATA.SCINCPCCi.

PROC DELETE DATA ERGE TAPIARG MASTER;

00000660
00000650

00000660
00000650

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHDOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

12TH GRADE

MEDIAN SCINCPC8

SCINCPC8 FREQUENCY CUMFRED MEDIAN

I 2 2

2 i 3

4 1 4

5 I 5

6 2 7

9 I 8

17 I 9

::::. 29 1 10
I2 5.5
-GIm

,4 =
C=1
4-4

><

CO

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

12TH GRADE

MEDIAN SOCSTPC8

SOCSTPC8 FREQUENCY CUIFREO MEDIAN

4 i i
7 1 2

9 2 4

I I 2 6

13 I 7

30 2 9
31 i 10

11:37 FRIDAY, JUNE 17. 1908 40

11:37 FRIDAY. JUNE 17. 1988 39

eo-

cf.
U) 4-1-

co 01
(D

() B
CD

0 rt
G.) CO

I



P.6

iiEV11167.2 OB .CLASS.A.MSGCLASS1H.NOTIFY.ORS8 00000010
iidaILIB 00 OSN.SYS2.PROO.LINKLIE.OISP.SHR
i/PRTSTI EXEC PRTCNTL.CTL.PCSIMW.ftZLASS.0
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER.OR5.RCLASS..C.COPIES.1' 00000020
/ /LEPFIL 00 OSNORE.PROO.LEPFIL ,P.(SHR.KEEP)
//MASTER 00 OSN.SYS2.TEST.ORSL ,A085VII).0ISP.(SHR.KEEP)
/ /ITBS 00 OSN.UCC.ESWITL05(0)
// DISP(OLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//TAPS 00 OSNUCC.ESwTPL04(0).
// DISP.(OLO.KEEP.KEEP)
/ /SYSIN 00 00000080

00000170
OPTIONS ERRORS 0; 00000190

THIS PROGRAM PEPFOPMS AN ITBS ANALYSIS ON TITLE VII KIOS IN GRAOE
9 ANO 10 IN 88 WM, ARE STILL IN AISD. THEY MUST HAVE PRESCORES
FROM 1986 ANO POSTSCORES FROM 1988. 01-7.

TITLEI 'AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT';
TI(LE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION';
TITLE3 'TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/A8 01-7';

DATA SCORES;
INFILE ITBS:
INPUT STUIO $ 1-7

GRA0E6 $ 482-483
0593 REAOTGE6 203.1
0601 LANGEO 203.1
0617 MATHTGE6 203.1
0813 REAOTGE7 203.1
0816 REAOTPC7 202.
0821 LANGE7 203.1
(3824 LANGEPC7 202.
0837 MATHTGE7 203.1
0840 MATHTPC7 2u2.

GRAOE8 $ 922-923
0953 REOCMGE8 203.1
0956 REOCMPC8 202.
01025 MATCMGE8 203.1
01028 MATCMPCB 202.
01033 REAOTGE8 203_1
01036 REAOTPC8 202.
01041 LANGE8 203.1
01044 LANGEPC8 202.
01057 MATHTGE8 203.1
01060 MATHTPC8 202.;

IF GRAOE6 . '07' OR GRAGE6 . '08';

00000230
00000240
00000250
00000217

00000248
00000249
00000275
00000276
00000278
00000279
00000281
00000282
00000287
00000208

DATA TAPSCORE;
INFILE TAPS;
INPUT STUID $ 1-7 00001093

0255 REAOGE6 203.1 00001112
0258 REAOPC6 202. 00001113
0262 MATHGE6 204.1 00001115
0265 MATHPC6 202. 0000111t:
0269 WRITGE6 203.1 00001116
0272 WRITPC6 202. 00001119
0283 SOCSTGE6 203.1 00001124
0286 SOCSTPC6 202. 0000/125
0290 SCINCGE6 703.1 00001127
0293 SCINCPC6 202. 00001128
0355 REAOGE7 203.1 00001112
o358 REAOPC7 202. 00001113
0362 MAT11GE7 203.1 00001115
0365 MATHPC7 702. 00001116
0369 WRITGE7 203.1 00001118
372 WRI1PC7 202. 00001119



1111111 MN MI ERN MI UM /11211 OE NO so-4725- frffg igNig We MN Mtn

0383
0386

SOCSTGE7
SOCSTPC7

203.1
202. 00001124

0390 SCINCGE7 203.1 00001125 03
0393 SCINCPC7 202. 00001127
0455 REAOGE8 203.1 00001128
0458 REAOPC7 202.
0462 MAThGE8 203.1 1.0
0465 MATHPC8 202.
0469 WRITGE8 203.1
0472 WRITPC8 202.
0483 SOCSTGE8 203.1
0486 SOCSTPC8 202.
490 SCINCGE8 203.1
0493 SCINCPC8 Z02.;

OATA TAP;
SET TAPSCORE;

IF (SCINCGE8 NE . AND SCINCGE6 NE .) AND (SDCSTGE8 HE
. AND SOCSTGE6NE .) AND (MATHGE6 NE . AND MATHGE8 NE .) AND (REAOGE8 NE

. ANDREADGE6 NE .) AND (WRITGE8 NE
. AND WRITGE6 NE .);DATA MASTER;

INFILE MASTER;
INPUT STU10 $ 4-10

GRAOE $ 31-32;
IF GRADE GE '09' AND GRAOE LE '10';
PROC SORT;

BY STU10;
DATA LEPS;

INFILE LEPFIL;
INPUT STU10

LOC
ENTRY

IF LOC GT '000';
PROC SORT:

BY STUIO;
DATA LEPS2;

3> MERGE MASTER(INON1) LEPS(INON2):
lO BY STUIO;
lO IF ON1 ANO ON2;
P1 PROC FRED;

Up
C7
21 TITLE4 'RIOS mu 85/86 TITLE VII PROGRAM STILL ACTIVE IN AISO':TABLES LOC:

$ 3-9
$ 43-45
$ 76-79;

ATA TAPMRG;>< MERGE TAP(110N2) LEPS2(ION3);
CO BY STU10;

IF ON2 AND ON3;
PROC FREE);
TITLE4 'KIOS FROM 85/86 TITLE VII PROGRAM

WITH IT05 SCORES IN 86 AND88 - ENTRY OATES';
TABLES ENTRY;

PROC MEANS N MEAN STO MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;VAR REAOGE6 MATHGE6 WRITGE6 SOCSTGE6 SCINC6EG
READGE7 MATHGE7 WRITGE7 SOCSTGE7 SCINCGE7
REAOGE8 MATHGE8 WRITGE8 SOCSTGE8 SCINCGE8;PROC OELETE OATA MERGE TAPMRG MASTER LEPS LEPS2

00000570
00000580

00000570
00000580

VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD
DEVIATION

MINIMUM
VALUE

MAXIMUM
VALUE

RANGE SUM VARIANCE STO ERROR
OF MEAN

T PR>:T:
"T1

rf-
READGE6
MATHGE6

22
22

6.09020909
7.73636264

1.45664621
1.77349412

3.40000000
4.90000000

8.4000000
11.1000(-)0

5.00000000
6.20000000

134.000000
170.200000

2.12181818
3.14528139

0.31055002
0.37811022

19 61
20 46

0.000
0.000

(.0
fD 0

WRITGE6
SOCSTGE6

22
22

5.7454545:
6.12727273

1.51711734
1.55293327

3.30000000
9.1000000

6.50000000
5.00000000

C'5.400000
154.800000

2.30164-12
2.4116L 3

0.32345050
0.33108648

17.76
18.51

0.000
0.000 S

fD
SCINCGE6 22 6.58181818 ; 80808669 3.70000000 0.3000000 5.60000000 144.800000 3.26917744 0.38548538 17.07 0.000 0
READGE7 22 6.93636364 2.10406105 3.50000000 12.2000000 8.70000000 152.600000 4.44813853 0.44965333 15.43 0.000 -11 c+
MATHGE7 22 9.14545455 2.586)3937 5.40000000 14.7000000 9.30000000 201.200000 6.69116883 0.55149255 16 58 0.000
WRITGE7 22 7.30000000 2.16245011 4.40000000 12.1000000 7.70000000 160.600000 4.67619048 0.46103591 15.83 0.000 N.) CO
SOCSTGE7 22 8.00909091 1.81577980 3.60000000 11.2000000 7.70000000 176.200000 3.28705G28 0.38712555 20.69 0.000
SCINCGE7 22 7.66818182 1.50535121 4.20000000 10.9000000 6.70000000 168.700000 2.26608225 0.32094196 23 89 0.000

-READGE8 22 6.98181818 2.36031402 4.20000000 13.3000000 9.10000000 153.600000 5.57108225 0.50322064 13.87 0 000
RANGES 22 10.02727273 2.94184617 5.30000000 15.2000000 9.90000000 220 600000 8.65445887 0.62720371 15.99 0 000
WRITGE8 22 7.81818182 2.43967921 5.00000000 14.2000000 9.20000000 172.000000 5.95203463 0.52014135 15.03 0 000
SOCSTGEB 22 7.99090909 2.10620604 3.70000000 11.3000000 7.60000000 175.800000 4.43610390 0.44904464 17.80 0 000
SCINCGE8 22 7.13636..64 1.92119642 3.90000000 10.8000000 6.90000000 157.000000 3.69099567 0.40950045 17 42 0 000



//BVIITBS3 JOB .CLASS.A.MSGCLASS.H.NOTIFY=ORSB 00000010
/ /JOBLIB DO DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIB.DISP=SHR
//PRTST1 EXEC PRTCNTL.CTL=PCSIMW.RCLASS=C
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER=OR5.RCLASS='C.COPIES=1' 00000020
//LEPFIL DO DSN=ORE.PROD.LEPFIL.DXSP=(SHR.KEEP)
//MASTER OD DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEPISA085VII).DISP=(SHR.KEEP)
//ITBS ID DSN=UCC.ESWITL05(0).
// DISP=(OLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//TAN, DD DSN=UCC.ESUTPL04(0).
// DISP=(OLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//SYSIN DD 00000080

00000170
OPTIONS ERRORS = 0; 00000190

.

THIS PROGRAM PERFORMS AN ITBS ANALYSIS FOR THE TITLE VII KIDS
WHO HAVE BEEN IN THE DISTRICT FOR 3 YEARS AND ARE STILL HERE.

TITLE' 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT';
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION':
7ITLE3 'TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - D1 -6';
DATA SCORES;

INFILE ITBS;
INPUT STUID S 1-7

GRADE6 $ 482-483
0593 READTGE6 ZD3.1
0601 LANGE6 ZD3.I
0617 MATHTGE6 ZD3.1
0813 READTGE7 ZD3.1
0816 READTPC7 ZD2.

-43

-43
0821 LANGE7 Z03.1

01 0824 LANGEPC7 ZD2.
-' Z 0837 MATHTGE7 Z03.1
C, cD

--4
0840 MATHTPC7 ZD2.

>< GRADES $ 922-923
0953 REDCMVB ZD3.1

o3 0956 REDCMPC8 ZD2.
01025 MATCMGEB ZD3.1
01028 MATCMPC8 ZD2.
01033 READTGE8 ZD3.1
01036 READTPC8 ZD2.
01041 LANGE8 ZD3.1
61044 LANGEPC8 ZD2.
01067 MATHTGE8 ZD3.1
01060 MATHTPC8 2D2.:

IF GRADE6 GE '07';

7t)

DATA TAPSCORE;
INFILE TAPS:
INPUT STUID $ 1-7

0255 READGE6 ZD3.1
0258 READPC6 ZD2.
0262 MATHGE6 ZD3.1
0265 MATHPC6 ZD2.
0269 WRITGE6 ZD3.1
0272 WRITPC6 Z02.
0283 SOCSTGE6 203.1
0286 SOCSTPC6 2D2
0290 SCINCGE8 ZD3.1
0293 SCINCPC6 ZD2.
0355 READGE7 ZD3.1
onc9 PEADPC7 ZD2.
0362 :4ATHGE7 Z03.1
0365 4ATHPC7 Z02.
0368 WRITGE7 ZD3.I

00000240
00000250
00000217

00000248
00000249
00000275
00000276
00000278
00000279
00000281
00000282
00000287
00000288

00000230

00001093
00001112
00001113
00001115
00001116
00001118
00001119
00001124
00001125
00001127
00001128
00001112
00001113
00,101 115
00001116
00001118

7

t.0 CO Co
(D ()

a
CD0 "ti

-11 ci
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-1

O
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Ac

C:7
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ci-
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0383 SOCSTGE7 ZD3.1 00001124
0386 SOCSTPC7 ZD2. 00001125
0390 SCINCGE7 ZD3.1 00001127
0393 SCINCPC7 202. 00001128
0455 REAOGE8 2D3.1
0458 REAOPC8 ZD2.
0462 MATHGE8 2D3.1
0465 MATHPC8 202.
0469 WRITGE8 203.1
0472 WRITPC8 ZD2.
0483 SOCSTGE8 ZD3.1
0486 SOCSTPC8 2D2.
0490 SCINCGE8 2D3.1
0493 SCINCPC8 2D2..

IF READGE6 NE . AND kATHGE6 NZ . AND WRITGE6 NE . AND SOCSTGE6
NE . AND SCMCGE6 NE . AND READGE7 NE . AND MATHGE7 NE . AND
SOCSTGE7 NE . AND wRITG'7 NE . AND REAOGE8 NE . AND MATHGE8 NE
. AND SOCSTGE8 NE . AND SCINCGE8 NE . AND WRITGE8 NE .

AND SCINCGE7 NE .:
DATA MASTER:

INFILE MASTER:
INPUT STUID $ 4-10

GRADE $ 31-32:
PROC SORT; 00000570

BY STUID; 00000580
DATA LEPS;

INFILE LEPFIL;
INPUT STUID S 3-9

LOC $ 43 -45;
IF LOC GT '000':

2, PROC SORT; 00000570
BY STUID; 00000580

DATA LEPS2:M MERGE MASTER(IN=ON1) LEPS(IN=0N2):Z.I CI BY STUID:
F4 IF ON1 AND ON2:X PROC FREQ:

Co TITLE4 '85/86 TITLE VII KIDS ABLE TO TAKE TEST IN 87/88':
TABLES LOC:

PROC SORT; 00000570
BY STUID: 00000580

DATA TAPMRG:
MERGE SCORES(IN=0N1) TAPSCORE(IN=DN2) LEPS2(IN=DN3):
BY STUID;
IF DN3;

+IF R OTGE6 NE . AND MATHTGE6 NE . AND LANGE6 NE . AND READTGE7 NE .

AND 4AT.ITGE7 NE . AND LANGE7 NE . AND READGE8 NE . AND MATHGE8
NE . AND WRITGE8 NE . AND SOCSTGE8 NE . AND SCINCGE8 NE .:

IF READGE7 NE . AND MhTHGE7 NE . ANO WRITGE7 NE . AND SDCSTGE7 NE .

AND RE'iGEG NE . AND MATHGE6 NE . AND WRITGE6 NE . ANO SDCSTGE6 NE .

ANO SCINCGE6 NE .

AND SCINCGE7 NE . AND READGE8 NE . AND MATHGE8
NE . AND WRITGE8 NE . AND SOCSTGE8 NE . AND SCINCGE8 NL .:

PROC FREQ:
TABLES READTGE6 MATHTGE6 LAN(:E6 READTGE7 MATHTGE7 LANGE7 READTGL8
READGE8 MATHGE8 WRITGE8 SDC rua SCINCGE8:
READGE6 MATHGE6 wRITGEG SOLSTGE6 SCINCGE6

READGE7 MATHGE7 WRITGE7 SOCSTGE7 SCINCGE7:
TABLES READGE6 MATHGE6 WRITGE6 SOCSTGE6 SCINCGE6 READGE7 mATUGE1
WRITGE7 SDCSTU7 SCINCGE7 READGE8 MATHGE8 WRITGE8 SO:St:3E8
SCINCGE8:

PROC DELETE DATA = MERGE TAPMRG MASTER LEPS LEPS2 LEPS3;
I.

7 (-",....,



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

TITLE VII [IBS ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88
85/86 TITLE VII KIDS ABLE TO TAKE TEST IN 87/88

LOC

002
.003,
004
005
006

008
009
010
012
016
258
259

FREQUENCY

11

), i 16
3
7

7
41
7

. 4..., 24
I

I

3
I
I

PERCENT

8.9
13.0
2.4
5.7
5.7

33.3
5.7
19.5
0.8
0.8
2.4
0.8
0.8

CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

11

27
30
37
44
85
92
116
117
118
I21
122
123

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT

8.9
22-0
24.4
30.1
35.8
69.1
74.8
94.3
95.1
95.9
98.4
99.2
100.0

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

10:35 MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1938

15:03 WEDNESOAY. JUNE 6. 1988

>
ID
ID
in
I'M

CT
N.) 1-4

X
CO

REAOGE6

3.4
3 6
3.9
4 2
4.5

5
5 1
5.3
5.5
5.9
6.3
6.5
6,8

7
7 2
7 4
7.5
7.9
8.2
0 4

TITLE VII [IBS ANALYSIS
KIDS TESTEO IN

FREQUENCY PERCENT

95 .

3.6

22 7,1
1 3.6
I 3,6
1 3 6

1
7 1

3.6

1
7,1
3.6

2 7.1
3.6

I 3.6
4 14 3

1

3 6
2 7 1

3.6
I 3.6
I 3.6
t 3 6

85/86 - 87/88
86

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY PERCENT

. ,

I 316
2 , I
4 14 3
5 '.7.9
6 21.4
7 25.0
9 32,1
10 35.7
12 42 9
13 46,4
15 53.6
16 57,1
17 60.7
21 75.0
22 78.6
24 85.7
25 89 3
26 92,9
27 96 4
28 100.0

7

MATHGE6 FREQUENCY

95

PERCENT
CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT

4.9 I 3.6 I 3.6
5.1 I 3 6 2 7.1
5,6 I 3 6 3 10,75.0 I 3.6 A 14.36 2 7 1 0 21,46 2 I 3 6 7 25.0

2;
6.4
6 6

2
I

7 1

3.6
9
10

32,1
35,7

7 I 2 7.1 12 42.97 4 2 7.1 14 50.07 0 I 3.6 15 53 6
8.7 2 7.1 17 60.78.8 3 10 7 20 71.49,1 2 7.1 22 78.69.2 2 7.1 24 85.79.5 t 3.6 25 89.39.8 1 3.6 26 92.9
10,3 I 3.6 27 96.411.1 I 3.-6 28 100 0
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87.19

TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS

Purpose

The Texas Educational Assessir1t of Minimum Skills (TEAMS)
tests are criterion - referenced tests (CRT). A CRT is
designed to measure a well-defined set of skills and
reference the students' scores to a mastery criterion for
that set of skills. In the case of the TEAMS, the skills
measured are a subset of the Essential Elements adopted by
the State Board of Education. Passing the mathematics and
language arts subtestsof the TEAMS is an exit-level
examination requirement for students prior to receiving a
Texas high school diploma. Students who do not demonstrate a
mastery of TEAMS in grade 11 may take it again in grade 12.

The TEAMS is an important measure of English language skills
for LEP students in the process of acquiring language
proficiency. According to national research, it may take 5-7
years for students with very limited proficiency in English
to develop the deeper level of English competency necessary
to handle academic tasks (Cummins, 1984). However, students
should show satisfactory performance on criterion-referenced
minimum competency tests more quickly than norm-referenced
tests such as t,e ITBS/TAP (results discussed in Appendix B).

Decision Quest.on Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-19. What mastery level was
achieved by 1987-88 eleventh grade Title Program
students on tte Texas Educational Assessment of
Minimum Skills (TEAMS)?

Procedure

The TEAMS was administered to eleventh and twelfth graders
(if mastery was not previously m,t) in October, 1987;
students at these grade levels had another chance to
demoastrate mastery in May, 1988. The data for ,ne evaluation
question was provided by ORE Testing Staff.

Results for October, 1987 may be found under English
Achievement in the Final Report section (see page 11).

APPENDIX C
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87.19

LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE de REALIZACION EN ESPANOL

Purpose

La Prueba Riverside de Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba
Piverside) is a Spanish achievement test developed by
Riverside Publishing which measures achievement in reading,
language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is
designed to be of comparable difficulty to the ITBS. The
highest possible raw score varies from 25 to 30, depending
upon the subtest. La Prueba Riverside was administered to
LEP students to provide information concerning:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective # 4 - Spanish Proficiency: By the end of each
program year, the percentage of program students exhibiting
raw score gains on the language portion of the Prueba
Riverside will be higher than that found in the previous
year. (Murchison and Travis or2.y)

Objective # 5 - Spanish Achievement: By the end of each
program year, the percentage of project students exhibiting
raw score gains in reading, mdathematics, social studies, and
science on the Prueba Riverside will be higher than that
found the previous year. (Murchison and Travis only)

Evaluation Question D1-9. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet its Spanish achievement and
proficiency objective (Martin and Travis only)

Evaluation Question D1-10. Did the 1987-88 Title
VII Program participants (Martin and Travis only)
who received instruction in Spanish exhibit raw
scores gains fall to spring when tested in Spanish
in:

a) Reading?
b) Language?
c) Mathematics?
d) Social Studies?
e) Science?

Evaluation Question D1-11. Did three-year program
students with gains on La Prueba Riverside also
make gains or the ITBS/TAP in 1987-88?

APPENDIX D
2
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Procedure

La Prueba Riverside was administered to Title VII LEP
students at Ma7t-n and Travis in the fall and spring of
school year 1987-88. At Martin, Title VII LEP students
received bilingual instruction in all content areas except
mathematics. At Travis, all LEP students had one period of
daily ESL instuction and some Hispanic LEP students received
an additional daily perLod of Spanish for Native Speakers.
Instuctic. in this class provided assistance in mainstreamed
content area assignments as well as reinforcement in Spanish
language arts and cultural history. La Prueba Riverside was
administered to all ninth and tenth graders at Travis to
evaluate school achievement in the students' more fluent
language. In 1987-88, Spanish achievement and language
proficiency of those ninth and tenth graders enrolled in
Spanish for Native Speakers was also examined searately.

The Prueba Riverside was administered to program students
from October 13 to October 23, 1987. At Martin, seventh and
eighth graders were administered the test by TBE teachers;
make-ups were given by a bilingual consulting psychologist.
At Travis, the bilingual ESL teacher and the LEP chairperson
administered the group test to grade 9 and 10 program
students. Make-ups were handled by the LEP chairperson. Both
schools' test results provided the baseline for comparison
with the spring results, administered March 28 - April 8,
1988. The only change in the second administration was that
at Martin the ESL teacher gave the make-up tests.

Hispanic students in the bilingual and transitional programs
at their respective schools function with varying proficiency
in two languages. Therefore, it was assumed that their
Spanish fluency would generally not be as proficient as
Spanish monolingual speakers. Thus, Title VII LEP
students were tested one level downward (appropriate for low
achieving students based on the manual), except for grade 10,
which was tested two levels downward (grade 8 is highest
level on test).

BecauJe Prueba Riverside has only spring norms, students' raw
scores were used to coApare achievement gains. Pre- and
posttest scores were keypunched and entered onto SAS data
files PR87 and PR 88. In June, 1988, the prograomer analyst
created SA-EV1PDR which merged students on the 1987-88 master
file with these two data bases to select students with both
pre -and posttest scores.

Evaluation Question D1-9. A SAS PROC TABLE and PROC MEA)
were performed to answer the this evaluation question.
See Attachment D-1 for program statements and sample out' it.

APPENDIX D
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Evaluation Question D1-10. SAS program EV1PDR also was used
to calculate mean ga.,:s by overall grades and for the nine
Spanish for Native Speaker students at Travis.

Evaluation Question D1-11. Title achievement analyses
are performed after student testing 'ands in May, and
evaluation reports must be completed by the June 30th
deadline. In addition, this year's evaluation was
particularly complex and time consuming due to inclusion of
findings across the program's three years. Thus, due to
limited time, this analysis was not performed. Instead,
1987-88 the La Prueba test scores of program students who had
been in the program for three years were examined.

Results concerning the objective and Evaluation questions D1-
9 and D1-10 are included in the Spanish Proficiency and
Achievement section of the Final Repor:-. The findings
of modified D1-11 may be found in Attachment D-2.
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00

//EVIPOR JOB .CLASS=A.MSGCLASS=H.NOTIFY=ORS8 00000010
//dOBLIB 00 OSN=SYS2.PROO.LINKLIB.VISP=SHR
//PRTSTI EXEC PRTCNTL.CTL=PCSIMW.RCLASS=C
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER=OR5.RCLASS.'C.COPIES=1' 00000020
//MASTR88 00 DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLENSAt.87V11).DISP(HR.KEEP)
//PRS88 00 OSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP(BYv.PRS881.01SP=IS13R KEEP)
//PRF87 00 OSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP(BI'oPRF87).DISP=(SP EEP)
//SYSIN 00 00000080

OPTIONS ERRORS = 0;
00000170
00000190

THIS PROGRAM PERFORMS A ONE YFAR FOLLOWUP ON THE PRUEBA 'IVERSIOE
FOR TITLE VII 1988 KIOS. A PRESCORE FROM THE FALL OF 87 ANO A POST-
SCORE FROM THE SPRING OF 88 ARE REOUIREO.

TITLEI 'AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT';
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION';
TITLES 'TITLE VII POR ANALYSIS 86/87 - 87/88 01-9 ANO 01-10';

00000230
OATA MASTR88; 00000240

INFILE MASTR88; 00000250
INPUT STUI0 1-7 00000217

LOC $ 36-38
GRADE $ 39-40; 0000024d

IF ((LOC = '051') OR (LOC '007' AND (GRAOE = '09' OR GRADE = '10')));
PROC SORT;

BY STUID:
rn

CI= OATA PRS88:
C7 INFILE PRS88;
>< INPUT STUI0 4-10

REAOS8 36-37
C7 LANGS8 38-39

MATHS8 40-41
COMPS8 42-43
S0CSS8 44-45
SCINS8 46-47;

PROC SORT:
BI STUIO:

DATA PRF87; 7:1 c+
c+

INFILE PRF87; u3
INPUT STUI0 4 -10 CD ()

REA0F7 36-37
LANGF7 38-39 CD

MATHF 40-41 0
COMPF/ 42-43 -fic+
SOCSF7 44-45
SCINF7 46-47; s- 1

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA MERGE;
MERGE PRS88(IN=ON,I PRF87(IN=ON2) MASTR88(1N=ON3);
BY STU10;
IF ON1 ANO ON2 ANO ON3;
IF REAOS8 NE . AND READF7 NE . AND MATHS8 NI , AND MATHF7 NE
ANO LANGS8 NE . ANO LANGF7 NE . AND SOCSS8 NE . AND SOCSF7 NE
AND SCINS8 NE . ANO SCINF7 NE

THE FOLLOWING WAS COMMENTED OUT OUE TO THE FACT THAT FEW KIOS
1-1A0 GAINS;

82

IF LANGS8 GT LANGF7;
IF MATHS8 GT MATHF7;
IF SOCSS8 GI SOCSF7:
IF SCINS8 GT SCINF7;

READGAIN = REAOS8 - REAC07;
LANGGAIN = LANGS8 - LANGF7;
MA1HGAIN = MATHS8 - MATHF7.

R S
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SOCSGAIN = SOCSSB SOCSF7;
SCINGAIN = SCINSP - SCINF7:

PROC F:ZPO:
TABLES GRADE LOC READS8 LANGS8 MATHS8 SOCSS8 SCINS8 LANGF7 READF7

MATHF7 SO;;SF7 SCINF7;
PROC SORT;

BY LOC GRADE;
Po- C FRED:

TABLES LOCREADGAIN LOCLANGGAIN LOCMATHGAIN LOCS0CSGAIN
LOCSCINGAIN:

PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR
VAR READF7 READS8 READGAIN LANGF7 LANGS8 LANGGAIN MATHF7 MATHS8
MATPJAIN SOCSF7 S0CSS8 SOCSGAI1 SCINF7 SCINSS SCINGAIN;

BY IOC GRADE;
PROC AE6NS N gE(N STD MIN MAX nANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT:
VAN READF7 RFADSC READGAIN LANGF7 LANGS8 LANGGAIN MATHF7 MATHS8
NATHGAIN SOCSF7 SOCSSB SOCSGAIN SCINF7 SCINS8 SCINGAIN;

PRCC DELETE DATA = MASTR88 PRF87 PRS88 ML'RGE;
I.

VARIABLE

READF7
READS8
READGAIN
LANGF7
LANGS8
LANGGAIN
MATHF7
MATHS8
MATHGAIN
SOCSF7
SOCSSB
SCCSGAIN
SCINF7
SCINS8
SCINC:om

READF7
REAOS8
REAOGAIN
LANGF7
LANGS8
LANGGAIN
MATHF7
MATHS8
MATHGAIN
SOCSF7
SOCSSB
SOCSGAIN
SCINF7
SCINS8
SCINGAIN

00000570

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVAIUATION

TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - 01-10

N MEAN STANDARO MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM
OEVIATION VALUE VALUE

GRADE.09

20.12500000 4.08612635 11.0000000 24.0000000 13.00)0000 161.000000
20.12500000 3.90741054 16.0000000 26.0000000 10.0000000 161.000000
0.00000000 3 25117334 - 5.0000000 5.0000000 10.0000000 0.000000
15.12500000 2.10017006 12.0000000 19.0000000 7.C')00000 121.000000
15.62500000 3.0207G149 10.0000000 18.0000000 8.0000000 125.000000
0.50000000 2.50713268 -3.0000000 5.0000000 8.0000000 4.000000
17.62500000 4.56500665 12.0000000 23.0000000 11.0000000 141.000000
20.00000000 5.5291.1357 12.0000000 27.0000000 15.0000000 160.000000
2.37500000 3.33541602 -3.0000000 8.0000000 11.0000000 19.000000
16.62500000 4 37321392 10.0000000 24.0000000 14.0000000 133.000000
18.12500000 3.79614466 10.0100000 21.0000000 11.0000000 145.000000
1.50000000 2 56347973 -J.00'10000 5.0000000 8.0000000 12.000000
16.08000000 4.72077475 12.0000000 26.0000000 14.0000000 128.000000
17.12500000 2.9,)012315 13.0000000 21.0000000 8.(')0000 137.000000
1.12500000 3.136/6357 -5 0000000 4.0000000 9.0600000 9.000000

GRADE=10

12.00000000 . 12.0000000 12.0000000 0 12.0000000
10.00000000 10.0000000 10.0000000 0 10.0000000
-2.00000000 . -2.0000000 -2.0000000 0 -2.0000000
11.00000000 . 11.0000000 11.0000000 0 11.0000000
11.00000000 . 11.0000000 11.0000000 0 11.0000000
0.00000000 000000 0.0000000 0 0.00000009.00000000 . u 0000000 9.0000000 lo 9.0000000
11.00000000 11,0000000 11.0000000 0 11.00000002.00000000 2.0000000 2.0000000 0 2.000000011.00000000 11,0000000 11.0000000 0 11. 1000000
17.00000000 . 17,0004,00J 17.0000000 0 17.00000006.00000000 . 6,0000000 6.0000000 0 G.0000000
9.00000000 9,0000000 9.0000000 0 9.0000)007,00000000 . 7.0000000 7.0000000 0 7.0000000
-2.00000000

. -2.0000000 -2.0000000 0 '2.0000000

CO

tp

10:39 TUESOAY.

VARIANCE STD ERROR
OF MEAN

16.6964286 I.' 466383
15.2678571 I.., 147825
10.5714286 1.14953107
4 4107143 0.74252225
9.4250000 1.06800047
6.2857143 0.88640526
20.8392857 1.61397358
30.571428: 1.95484745
11.1250000 1.17924764
19.1250000 1.54616461
14.4107143 1.34213982
6.5714286 0.90632697
22.2857143 1.66804592
8.4107143 1.02534837
9.8392857 1.10701340

JUNE 14. 1988 2

I PR>:T:

13 93 0 0001
14.57 0.0001
0.00 1.0000
20.37 0.0001
14.63 0.0001
0 56 0.5903
10.02 0.0001
10.23 0.0001
2.01 0.0839
10.'5 0.0001
13.50 0.0001
1.66 0.1419

C01).00091

16.70 0.0001
1.01 0.34.12

as
to
CD

0

X
cF
cF
ill

B
re.

cr
ci
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 8:27 WEDNESDAY. JUNE 15. 1988 1

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
''r_c VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - D1-9

TAL_E OF LOC BY READGAIN A; (1--'

>D
n2m=
C2
F1

LOC READGAIN

FREQUENCY'
PERCENT I

IROW PCT .

1COL PCT ,

+
007

'Il

I

I

1

+

051 , '0,
1

+

TOTAL

(CONTINUED)

-71
+

0.00
i0.00 .

10.00
1

2 1

t1.96 .

2.94 t

100.00 ,

+
2

i.96

-51
+

1.96 i

5.88 1

i66.67 1

+

1 :

10.98 ,

1.47 '

33.33 ,

+
3

2.94

><
LOC READGAIN

C2

FREQUENCY'
PERCENT 1

,

ROW PCT 1

COL PCT 1

1 2: 31
+ + +

007
I

2 1

I

1.96 ' 2.94 i

I

5.88 8.82 1

1 1
1 12.22 , 25.00 ,
+ + 4

051
I 6.86 1

i I

8.83 i

I10.29 13.24
1 77.78 1 75,00 1
+ + i

TOTAL 9 12
11.7618.82

6

-4: -31 -21
+ + +

*<\

1 1 5 1

2.94 ! 2.94 1 14.71 ,

0.98 i 0.98 1 4.90 1

1

50.00 1 25.00 ; 45.45 1

1 1 3 1 6 :

1

1.47 ' 4.41 ' 3.82 I

0.98 , 2.94 1 5.88 1

50.00 , 75.00 , 54.55 1

+ + +
2 4 11

t.96 3.92 10.78

itif eri ( .

..., -'
1

1

-:: 01 1: TOTAL
+ + +

2 1 4 1 5 : 134)
1

5.e8 1 11.76 1 14.71 ,

1.96 1 3.92 4.90 : 33.',1
i

28.57 ; 23.53 1 55.56 ;

+ +
5 : 13 1 4 ! 68

1 i

I

4.90 12.75 . .3.92 66.67
7. Z 19.12 5.88 .

71 3 , 76.47 1 44.44 1

+ + +
7 17 9 102

6.86 8.82 1 3 0016.67

TABLE OF LOC BY READGAIN

41 5:
+ +

3 i 3 1

2 94 2.94 '

I 18.82 , 8.82 .

127.50 : 37.50 1

+ +
5 1 5 1

4.90 1 4 90 1

t7.P5 , . 5 ;

62 J I 62.56 :

+
8 8

7.84 7.84

6: 7: 9: 12:' TOTAL
+ + + +

2 1 1 1 0 1

1

0 : 34
1.96 ' 0.98 : 0.00 , 0.00 ' 33.33

I 1 I5.88 2.94 . 0.00 '

1

, 0 00
150.00 1 33.33 , 0.00 1 0.(") 1

+ +
2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 68

1.96 1 1.96 1 1.96 1 0.98 . 66.67 /'

2.94 1 2 94 1 2.94 1 1.47
50.00 ; 66.67 1 100.00 ; 100.00 1

+- -+ + f

4 3 2 1 102
3.92 ::.94 1.96 0.98 100.00

t
\I

c-t
Cu ct

ELI Cu
C)

CO a
rDo

-h rt

4=., CD



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

7:59 WEDNESDAY. JUNE 15, 1938 1
CO,1

TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - 01-40,

VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM VARIANCE STD ERROR T PR>:T:

DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN

LOC=007 GRADE=09

READF7 19 19.57894737 3.62576872 11.0000000 24.0000000 13.0000000 372.000000 13.1461988 0.83180839 23.54 0.0001

READS8 19' 20.47368421 3.89256301 12.0000000 26.0000000 14.0000000 389.000000 15.1520468 0.89301520 22_93 0.0001

READGAIN 19 0.89473684 3.14280018 -5.0000000 5.0000000 10.0000000 17.000000 9.8771930 0.72100781 1.24 0.2306

LANGF7 19 13.52631579 2.69502466 7.0000000 19.0000000 12.0000000 257.000000 7.2631579 0.61828106 21 88 0.0001

LANGS8 19 13.36842105 3.16597407 8.0000000 18.0000000 10.0000000 254.000000 10.0233918 0.72632426 18.41 0.0001

LANGGAIN 19 -0.15789474 2.87253581 -4.0000000 5.0000000 9.0000000 -3.000000 8.2514620 0.65900491 -0.24 0 8134

MATHF7 19 15.94736842 4.62449618 8.0000000 23.0000000 15.0000000 303.000000 21.3859649 1 06093218 15.03 0.0001

MATHS8 19 18.57894737 5.30529913 10.0000000 27.0000000 17.0000000 353.000000 28.1461988 1.217 1909 15 26 0.0001

MATHGAIN 19 2.63157895 4.21914323 -7.0000000 12.0000000 19.0000000 50.000000 17.8011696 0.967%3784 2.72 0.C141

SOCSF7 19 16.21052632 4.77934151 8.0000000 24.0000000 16.0000000 308.000000 22.8421053 1.09645614 14.78 0.000.

SOCSSS 19 16.89473684 3 87147312 10.0000C 0 23.0000000 13.0000000 321.000000 14.9883041 0.88817685 19.02 0.0001

SOCSGAIN 19 0.68421053 3 40020639 -6.0000000 5.0000000 11.0000000 13.000000 11.5614035 0.78006084 0.88 0.3920

SCINF7 19 16.89473684 5.58663819 8_0000000 27.0000000 19.0000000 321.000000 31.2106263 1.28166270 13.18 0.0001

SCINS8 19 16.84210526 3 90531202 10.0000000 24.0000000 14.0000000 320.000000 15.2514620 0.89594002 18.80 0 0001

3, SCINGAIN 19 -0.05262158 3.68892764 -8.0000000 5.0000000 13.0000000 -1.000000 13.6081871 0.84629804 -0.06 0.9511

17
17
IN

LOC=007 GRADF=10

00:M
C7
x$.4

READF7
READS8

14

1.

21.42857143
22.28571429

5.28734754
4.96802966

12 0000000 29.0000000 17.0000000
10.000f 00 30.0000000 20.0000000

300.000000
312.000000

27.9560440
24.6013187

1 41310307
1.32776178

15.16
16 78

0.0001
0.0001

READGAIN 14 0.85714286 3.30168122 -4.000.000 7.0000000 11.0000000 12.000000 10.9010989 0.88241142 0 97 Q.3491
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C =
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READS8 29 18.93103448 5.16119473 8.0000000 29.0000000 21.0000000 549.000000 26.6379310 0.95840980 19 75 0 0001
....-... 1

.--.
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MATHGAIN 29 3.27586207 4.78760715 -9.0000000 10.0000000 19.0000000 95.000000 22.9211823 0.88903633 3 68 0 0010

SOCSF7 29 14.93103448 4.32543172 7 0000000 22.0000000 15.0000000 433.000000 18.7093596 0.80321251 18.59 0 0001

500558 29 16.37931034 4.49137104 5.0000000 24.0000000 19.0000000 475.000000 20.1724138 0.83402666 19 64 0 0001
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//EV1POR2 JOB .CLASS.A.MSGCLASS.H.NOTIFY-ORSB
//JOBLIB DD DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIB.DISP.SHR
//PRTST1 EXEC PRTCNTL.CTL.PCSIMW.RCLASS.0
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER.OR5.RCLASS.'C.COPIES.1' 00000020
//MASTR88 DD DSN.SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SAL8"/VII).DISP=(SHR.V.EP')
//MASTR85 DD DSN:SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SAI85VII).DISP-.(SHR.KEEP)
//PRS88 DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWIEP(BW,RS88).DISP.,(SHR.KEEP)
//PRF87 DD DSN=SYS2.TES..ORWLEP(BYt.PRF87).DIPP(SHR.KEEP)
//PRS87 OD DSN.SYS2.TEST.ORWLEMBU.PRS87).DISP-(SHR.KEEP)
//PRF86 DD DSN.SYS2.TEST.ORwLEP(BYPPRF86),DisF.(SHR.KEEP)
//PRS86 DD USN -SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP(BYoPRS86).DISP-(SHR.KEEP)
//PRF85 DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SAo85VII).DISP.(SHR.KEEP)
//SYSIN DD 00000080

000001/0
00000190

00000010

OPTIONS ERRORS . 0;

THIS PROGRAM PERFDRMS PRUEBA RIVERSIDE ANALYSIS FOR TITLE VII
STUDENTS WHD HAVE BEEN IN THE PROGRAM FOR 3 YEARS. A PRESCORE
OF FALL85 AND A POSTSCORE OF SPRINC88 ARE REQUIRED.

TITLE1 'AUSTIN lk PENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT';
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN'
TITLE3 'TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87 8 - D1-11':

00000230

7:.
DATA MASTR88; 00000240

77 INFILE MASTR88; 00000250
77 INPUT STUID 1-7 00000217
rn LOC $ 36.38Z
C7 GRADE8 $ 39 -40; 00000248l- PRDC SORT:
). BY STUID;

DATA PRS88;
INFILE PRS88;
INPUT STUID 4-10

READS8 36-37
LANGS8 38-39
MATHS8 40-41
COMPS8 42-43
SOCS-8 44-45
SCINS8 46.47:

PROC SORT:
BY STUID;

DATA PRF87;
INFILE PRF87;
INPUT STUID 4-10

READF7 36-37
LANGF7 38.39
MATHF7 40-41
COMPF7 42-43
SOCSF7 44-45
SCINI7 46.41:

PRDC SDRT,
BY STUID;

DATA PRS87;
INFILE PRS87:
INPUT STUID

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA PRF86;

READS?
LANGS7
MATHS7
COMPS7
SOCSS7
SCINS7

90

4-10
36-37
38-39
40-41
42.43
44-15
46.47;



INFILE PRF86;
INPUT STUID 4-10

READF6 37-38
LANGF6 39-40
MATHF6 41-42
COMPF6 43-44
SOCSF6 45-46
SCINF6 47-48;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA PRS86;
INFILE PRS86;
INPUT STUID 4-10

READS6 36-37
LANGS6 18-39
MATHS6
COMPS6 42-43
SOCSS6 44-4C
SCINS6 46-47;

PROC SORT;
BY STUID;

DATA MASTR85;
INFILE MASTR85

2>
INPUT STUID 4.10

READF5 36-37
LANGF5 38-39

I rn MATHF5 40-41
COMPF5 42-43
SOCSF5 44-45

>< SCINF5 46-47.
PROC SORT;

C,
BY STUID;

DATA MERGE;
MERGE MASTR85(IN=ONI) PRS88(IN=0N2) PRF87(IN=ON3) PRS87(IN=ON4)

PRS86(IN=ON5) PRF86(IN=GN6) MASTR88(IN=ON7);
BY STUID;
IF ON7 AND O1' AND ONI;
IF (READF5 NE . AND READS8 NE ) OR (LANGFS NE . AND LANGS8 NE .)
OR (MATHF5 NE . AND MATHS8 .) OR (SOCSF5 NE . AND SOCSS8 NE .)
OR (SCINF5 NE . AND SCINSO NE .);

IF (READF6 NE . AND READ8 NE .) AND (LANGF6 NE . AND LANGSa NE .)
AND (MATHF6 NE . AND MATHS8 NE .) AND (SOCSF6 NE AND SOCSSB NE .)
AND (SCINF6 NE . AND SCINS8 NE .);

PROC SORT:
BY GRADES;

PROC FRED:
TABLES GRADES;

PROC MEANS N MEAN MIN MAX RANGE STDERR PRT;
VAR READF5 LANGF5 MATHF5 SOCSF5 SCINF5 RFADS6 LANGS6 MATHS6 S0CSS6

SCINS6 READF6 LAUGH. MATHF6 SOCSF6 SCINFG R1:ADS7 LANGS7 MATIIS7
SOCSS7 SCINS7 READF7 LANGF7 MATHF7 SOCSF7 SCINF7 READS8 LANGS8
MATHS8 S0CSS8 SC'NS8;

BY GRADE8:
PROC MEANS N MEAN MIN MAX RANGE STDERR PRT:

VAR READF5 LANGF5 MATHF5 SOCSFS SCINF( READS6 LANGS6 MATHS6 S0CSS6
SCINS6 READF6 LANGF6 MATHF6 SOCSF6 S 1N(6 REAOS7 LANGS7 MATFIS7
SOCSS7 SCINS7 READF7 LANGF7 MATHF7 SUCSF7 SCINF7 READS8 LANGS892 MATHS8 S0CSS8 SCINS8;

PROC DELETE DATA = MASTR88 MASTR85 MERGE PRS88 PRF87 PRS87 PRF86;
/
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TUTOR RECORDS

Purpose

University of Texas students who assisted LEP students on an
individual basis in the content areas maintained tutor
records which provided information concerning:

Decision Question Dl: Should Al'D adopt the Title VII
Program Components when federal funding expires?

Evaluation Question D1-3. Did 19P-.-88 participants
who were tutors exhibit greater percentile gains,
on the average, in English proficiency compared to
those not tutored?

Evaluation Question D1-4. Did program participants
who were tutored for three or more semesters make
greater percentile gains than nontutored two- or
three-year participants? (English proficiency)

Evaluation Question D1-16. Who was served by the
tutoring component? Now often? In which content
area did program parti-ipants receive tutoring
services?

Procedure

Students Served

For the third year, University of Texas tutors from
multicultural classes assisted Title VII LEP students at
four program schools.

Data Collection

In 1987-83, tutors were provided computerized logs and
directions for keeping track of program students and sultects
tutored (see Attachment E-1) in meetings held during clrss
t-me at the university. First semester the ORE Title VII
evaluation associate instructed tutors; second semester
training was provided by the multicultural class teaching
assistant. Logs were collected and checked mid-semester,
which made it possible to recheck adherence to directions and
recapture data that might otherwise have been lost. Tutors
were reminded of log collection dates by the teaching
assistant after she had been contacted by the evaluation
associate.

all
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Data Analysis

Procedures for answering the language proficiency evaluation
questions may be found in Appendix A. To determine how many
students were tutored during both semesters in 1987-88, the
Systemwide Evaluation secretary and evaluation associate for
Title VII entered tutor data onto the computer that was later
transferred to the 1987-88 Title VII master file. A district
programmer ran an unduplicated frequency count of students on
the master file. Hand counts done by the evaluation
associate provided other information.

Results

Evaluation Question D-16. Who was served by the tutoring
component? How often? In which content areas did program
participants receive tutoring services?

During the past three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88),
University of Texas tutors from multicultural classes
assisted program LEP students. In 198' -88, 30 tutors were
assigned to program LEP students firs- semester, and 21
tutors assisted Title VII students second semester. Students
counted were served at least once during the year in the
following subject areas:

English
Algebra
Biology
History Correlated
Language Arts

History
PreAlgebra
Home Economics

Art
World Geography
Computer Literacy

Reading Improvement

Health
Mathematics
Life Science

Earth Science
ESOL
Texas

Child
Development

Reading
Government
American
Government

Results regarding tutoring and language proficiency may be
found in Appendix A.
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G9/23/87
LEASIS3

SCHGCL: MARTIN

TUTOR: 01/

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHCOL DISTRICT
DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND INFORMATION

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

TITLE VII TUTOR LOG

UT PROFESSOR: A.+/7 GL

ALSO TEACHER CLASS NAME AND NUMBER

1. j,

2.
3.

STUI0 STUDENTNAME

WHOLE CLASS

.ONHISPANIC LEP STUPENTS

ro
ro
(xl LIST NESS STUDENTS HERE
z
H

loorical 14/ zite.:

111_645 all 7//e.,

!/r/6

9,9

GR SEPTEMBti
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CCTOBEn
1 2 5

PAGE 8

INSTRUCTIONS: FILL IN THE INFORMATION AT THE LEFT. HAKE SURE
THIS IS KEPT UPTO -DATE. PUT THE NUMBER (TOP LEFT) OF THE AISO
TEACHER UNDER EACH DATE AN HISPANIC LEP STUDENT 15 SERVED. IF
A HISPANIC LEP STUDENT IS NOT LIMO. leRITE THE NAMES AFTER
"LIST NEW STUOENTS HERE'. "WHOLE CLASS" OR aNCNHISPANIC LEP
STUDENTS" CAN ALSO BE MARKED WHERE APPROPRIATE.
PRINTOUTS SHOULO REMAIN WITH THE AISO TEACHER UNTIL THE WEEK
OF OCTOBER 26. WHEN YOU SHOULD TAKE OhE COPY TO YOUR UT CLASS.
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ENDORSEMENT TEACHERS

Purpose

The second series of four courses leading to ESL-endorsement
certification began in the fall. This year two courses were
held during the school year and the final two courses needed
to earn certification are planned for the summer, 1988. Data
was collected to evaluate the implementation and impact of
impact endorsement teachers in terms of the following
questions:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, moaified, or discontinued?

Objective #3 - English Achievement--Students of Ehdorsement
Participants: By the end of each program year, average
posttest percentile scores in appropriate subject areas on
the ITBS or TAP will be higher than average pretest scores
for program students in the classes of ESL endorsement
participants.

Evaluation Question D1-8. Did the 1987-88 Title
VII Program meet its English achievement objective
that program students in classes of teachers
participating in the endorsement program exhibit
higher average posttest than pretest percentile
scores?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1987-88.

Evaluation Question D1-15. How many teachers
completed one,two, three and/or four classes in the
endorsement series? What were the teachers'
subject areas? How many program students were
placed in endorsement teachers'classes?

Procedure

Title VII data files supplied the names of teachers, subjects
taught, and the number of endorsement courses taken. Further
analyses were not performed, because the majority of Title
VII students were served by endorseutent teachers who also
were their TBE or ESL teachers. Thus, the effects of
endorsement training could not be separated from on-going
AISD programs.

Results may be found in the Final Report section, p.3.
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Purpose

Administrator interviews w..are conducted by the evaluator to
provide information concerning:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will
be implemented as planned in 1937-88.

Evaluation Question D1-13. What concerns/strengths
about the implementaET3Eof the program were
identified by:

a) Program administrator?

b) Campus administrators?

Evaluation Question D1-17. What was done in the
area of curriculum development?

Procedure

To address the evaluation questions associated with the Title
VII Program's implementation and effectiveness, interviews
were conducted with the program's central administrator and
campus administrators, together with the LEP teacher
specialists (usually the campus ESL teachers) who coordinate
the Title VII Program at their schools. All interviews were
conducted by the program's evaluation associate in the
offices of the staff.

Parallel interview forms for campus and program
administrators (as shown in Attachments G-1) were developed
by the ORE staff to guide the interviews.

From March 3 to April 7, 1988, campus administrators and LEP
teacher specialists were interviewed at the four program
schools; at Travis, both ESL teachers (one the teacher
specialist) were included in the interview. The program
administrator was interviewed on May 29, 1988, in the
District Office of AISD. Notes from the four campus
interviews were summarized and entered on Attachment G-1.

APPENDIX G
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Results

Overall, all campus and program administrative personnel
interviewed believe that Title VII has positively impacted
Hispanic LEP students. Interview comments can best be
characterized by "it's better than before, but we still need
more." Parent training and cooperative-learning workshops
were praised on one hand and more sessions at more campuses
requested on the other; coordination of LEP services at the
staff level has increased but still needs improvement. The
same pattern of responses was found in instructional
modification for LEP students. Their needs are better met
but more content and instructional adaptation continues to be
needed.

Tutor effectiveness generated mixed responses from
interviewed staff. While schools usually were glad to have
extra classroom help, enthusiasm was dampened somewhat by
tutor problems of scheduling, lack of training, and limited
number of tutors who spoke Spanish. Another unclear picture
was presented in terms of Title VII's impact on dropout
prevention. Interviewed staff indicated that the rate was
decreasing and that Title VII has contibuted. Yet, they saw
Title VII as having little potential impact on unique dropout
record keeping concerns. An example given was that of junior
high students who rotate school enrollment, depending on
parents' seasonal employment; because schools know these
students, often they do not request transcripts. Students
are counted in AISD as dropouts if transcripts have not been
requested until they re-enter.

Reoccurring weaknesses were dissemination of information and
lack of content teacher involvement in selection of
appropriate LEP instructional materials. Some of the schools
expressed unawareness of parent and teacher workshop
sessions. Also, schools stated that they would like lists of
teachers who had endorsement training so that LEP students
could be scheduled with them.

Original notes from each interview are available in program
evaluation files at ORE.
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 1 of 7)

Campus and Program Administrator Interview Questions

1. How well have endorsement teachers implemented Title VII
program objectives with LEP students in terms of
successes or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the needs and levels
of the LEP students?

Administrators and teacher specialists were highly
positive about endorsement teachers' instructional
adaptation for LEP students. At one school, the
administrator stated that trained teachers were able to
do this without additional help from the ESL teacher.
Another school administrator noted that some content
areas were harder to modify than others for LEP students.

Developing appropriate and varied strategies for
evaluation of LEP students?

All interviewed thought that this was being done. A wide
variety of evaluative strategies were mentioned,
including cooperative-learning activities, lab
demonstrations, oral exams, translated tests, and
graphic/pictorial representations.

Decreasing the dropout rate of LEP students?

Although all interviewed expressed beliefs that ESL
trained teachers were helping to decrease the dropout
rate, tha consensus was that this was hard to measure for
many reasons. Some factors cannot be impacted by
increasing the skills of teachers. At the junior high,
members noted that some students are "permanent"
transients, because their families are employed in
seasonal jobs and return to the same areas of the
country. Since the schools know the students they are
less l!kely to request transcripts; thus, students are
counted as dropouts until they re-enroll.

Demonstrating increased competency in instruction of LEP
students?

Staff at three interviewed schools agreed that endorsed
teachers had developed increased competency and gave
specific examples. According to them, endorsed teachers
are using bilingual communication more effectively in
instruction. Teachers are varying lecturing with hands-
on and group experiences, while generating student
responses through demonstrations and illustrations. The
program administrator stated that videotapes of endorsed

APPENDIX G
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 2 of 7)

teachers in classroom situations show endorsed teachers
using what they have learned.

2. Do you feel Title VII has impacted LEP student
attendance?

Yes, A
1 (3 2

To Some Extent

Comments:

Not At All
3

Interviewed staff stated that Title VII has impacted LEP
attendance at least to some degree. .At the junior high,
Title VII and the TBE program have interacted to keep
students in school by helping them feel they belong. The
program administrator stated that attendance has never
been a problem. One school staff felt that LEP student
attendance is often affected by non-school related
factors.

3. In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the
self-concept and school attitude of LEP students?

Yes,
1 2

To Some Extent Not At All

Comments:

3

All interviewed felt uniformly positive. A member of one
school's staff expressed belief that without Title VII,
students "wouldn't come to school."

4. In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the
acquisition of English language skills and academic
content achievement of LEP students?

I
Yes, A

1 5

To Some Extent
2

Not At All
3

Comments:

IAll intervir:ved felt uniformly positive. Success in the
content areas was largely credited to special assistance
ILEP students received.

5. Are you aware of increased coordination among ESL and
content area teachers since the beginning of Title VII
three years ago?

APPENDIX G
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 3 of 7)

Yes, A Lot
1

Comments:

To Some Not At All
2 3

All noted increased coordination; most felt it was
substantial. One staff stated that asking for help was
affected by personality differences and sometimes stymied
by the competitiveness of career ladder striving.

71/

Is coordination now adequate? Yes U No

Most interviewed staffs also expressed the continuing
need for improvement.

6. This year did any problem(s) occur which could impact
Title VII program outcomes?

Both the program administrator and junior high school
staff felt that the physical move of the TBE program to a
new school location brought initial adjustment problems
but those have been smoothed out. Another staff stated
that they were short of appropriate LEP instructional
materials in one situation so they modified the regular
text, and 80% of the LEP students passed.

/116.J.L,s
to not. i"

is et! VG.

7. How successful do you believe each of the following
Title VII activities were this year?

Completely Mostly
1 2

Somewha
3 13

Not At 1_
4

Endorsement Classes 1 20 303 4
Cooperative Learning Classes 10 20) 3 4

Tutors 1 0 26D 3 4

Curriculum Development 1 20211....., 3 fib 4

Parent Workshops 1 2 d 3ei 4

Comments:

Most comments were about tutors. While they were seen as
generally beneficial, problems were mentioned. One
administrator stated that scheduling university students
sometimes meant two or three tutors being assigned to the
same period and class. In contrast, another staff member
stated that teacher attitudes impro'' 1 toward students
when tutors were assisting them. Commenting about the
curriculum development, the program administrator
mentioned that she has had requests for the handbook from
Texas English Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) members
who say that "there is nothing out there on the market
like this." One school's staff felt strongly about
teacher input being used to select appropriate LEP
instructional materials.
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 4 of 7)

8. What recommendations do you have for modifications or
improvement of the Title VII program in terms of:

Endorsement Classes?

School administrators requested a list of teachers who
had taken endorsement training to be used in scheduling
of LEP students.

Cooperative-Learning Workshops?

Two school staffs reported high interest and support.
One school staff and the program administrator mentioned
holding workshops during the snmyer. However, one school
was unfamiliar with cooperative-learning training
session. Another asked for more advanced warning of
scheduling. (The central program administrator indicated
all were notified of workshops.)

Tutors?

More seemed to be the key word--more tutors, more of them
bilingual, more training. One staff suggested a language
lab somewhere so that tutors could work privately. "Two
acts" going on at the same time was described as
distracting. Scheduling times of tutor availability with
class needs also was mentioned as a problem.

Curriculum Development?

The program administrator stated that the resource guide
was in the final stages. Copies have been requested from
members of outside educational agencies. The program
administrator also mentioned continuing work on teachers'
training videotapes.

Parent Workshops?

Three of the school staffs and the program administrator
felt generally positive about parent sessions; one staff
was unaware of them. Reaching more parents was seen as
the most pressing need.

9. What differences do you see in the 1987-88 Title VII
Program as compared to the Program during the first two
years?

Comments varied from "no difference" to "Now the campus
is aware of the program." Two school administrators and
two teacher specialists were not with the Title VII
Program for all three years and thus, could not fully
respond. The program administrator stated that Title
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 5 of 7)

VII's experiences were guiding the development of a
similar program for Vietnamese at Dobie Middle School.

How have these changes impacted the program?

Staff comments included Hispanic LEP students being more
noticed, respected on campus. Less teacher frustration
with instruction was mentioned. One school staff stated
that while there was sume impact, they had no feedback
yet.

10. Overall, do you feel Tit:I.e VII has had an impact?

All interviewed were uniformly positive. One staff
stated that even if students never catch up and graduate,
they now have survival skills. Another school staff felt
they couldn't meet all requests to serve more LEP
students.

What are its best features?

The following were given:

o High-risk students are addressed,
o Extra coordination time,
o Lower Title VII pupil-teacher ratio,
o Personalizing teachers,
o Extra materials,
o Framework for action,
o Network of resources,
o Opportunities for training, and
o Students in need are targeted.

What are its weaknesses?

According to school staff these problems were inherent in
the program:

o No written explanation of goals, objectives,
o Communication of information,
o Limited involvement of teachers in selection of

LEP instructional materials,
o Lack of sufficient appropriate LEP instructional

materials, and
o Tutor training.

11. What components of Title VII (if any) warrant its being
continued in the future if federal funding is available?

Although staffs enumerated all four Title VII components,
parent and staff workshops were mentioned most often.
One school staff suggested that the ESL teacher make
visits to LEP student families for which she would
receive compensation.
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8

no



87.19 Attachment G -1
(Page 6 of 7)

If federal funding is not availat.le, with AISD funding?

The following were stated:

o Extra conference periods for ESL teacher to
act as liason with teacher and students,

o All present components,

o TBY1 and Migrant programs,

o Endorsement classes, and

o ESL.

12. What do you think the best features of AISD's Bilingual
and ESL programs are (regardless of funding)?

School staffs felt that having a concentration of
Hispanic LEP students at certain campuses allowed staff
to focus on special needs while students are mainstreamed
as much as rossible. Students are more responsive and
one schoo- staff stated that attendance was the best ever
this year. The program administrator felt that different
program options net student need more adequately.

13. What areas of these AISD's programs could be
improved?

The most frequently mentioned areas were staff
coordination, dissemination of information, and training
of parents and teachers.

34. Are there presently unaddressed areas of concern
regarding education of LEP students that should be
included if the program is continued?

In general, those interviewed believed the present
program was adequate. However, one school staff
reiterated the need for teachers to be involved in the
selection of appropriate LEP instructional materials.
Others suggested more counselor time to address LEP
students' graduation needs and increased efforts to help
content area teachers modify instruction for LEP
students.

15. (Program administrator only) What are your plans for
continuing the Title VII Program after the third year?

The program administrator announced that fourth-
year funding has been approved. She was applying
for an academic excellence grant.
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What is the present status of funding?

(No response necessary.)
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WORKSHOPS

Purpose

Two groups of workshops were offered by Title VII in 1987-88.
The first was for families of Hispanic LEP students. It
dealt with adjusting to life in Austin by increasing
awareness of potential risks and opportunities to be found in
the school, work, and community settings. The second group,
cooperative-learning workshops for teachers of LEP
students, focused on developing small-group cooperative-
learning techniques appropriate for teaching mainstreamed LEP
students in content areas.

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or
discontinued?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1986-87.

Evaluation Question D1-14. What training was offered to
parents? When and where was it held? How many parents
participated?

Procedure/Results

Data concerning the parent/family workshops were provided by
the program director. (See Attachment H-1 for workshop
proposal memo.) Attendance counts used in the Final Report
section are based on lists signed by participants at each
meeting.

The 1987-88 evaluation planned for teachers to be
administered revised surveys at the last cooperative-learning
meeting. Howcver, at the first meeting teachers mistakenly
were given "pre-surveys," forms used to evaluate 1986-87
cooperative learning workshops. This change in the data
collection resulted in an examination of pre-and posttest
common item responses for the 12 teachers who took both
tests. In addition, the unique item responses found on the
14 post-surveys were reviewed. Findings are summarized on
page 4 of the Final Report section. (See Attachments H-2 for
form used.)
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Results

Evaluation Question D1-14. What training was offered tc
parents? When and where was it held? How many parents
participated?

In 1986-87 and 1987-88 workshops for parents of Title VII LEP
students were held. This year LEP teenagers were encouraged
to join their families and those of others to discuss shared
concerns in a social support format. A total of 16 sessions
was held at a location in the residential area of most of
Title VII's program LEP students and their families.
Workshops were facilitated by a bilingual educator with
skills and experience in adult education. In addition, other
resource people assisted, including a parent involvement
specialist for AISD. Child care services were provided at
some of the meetings. Attendance varied between 1 and 15
participants; half of the sessions were attended by seven or
more family members.

Also in 1987-88, a series of five cooperative-learning
workshops was offered to AISD staff at two Title VII campuses
and one non-program middle school. Of the participants, 12
completed a survey both at the beginning and end'of the
workshop series. these teacher responses indicated that:

o All teachers indicated more confidence in helping
colleagues structure cooperative-learning
techniques; 10 of the 12 indicated more frequent
use of these techniques.

o All 12 teachers reported increased familiarity
with cooperative-learning research. By the end of
the sessions, all teachers had read 1-7 articles
or books on cooperative learning.

o While three fourths (9 of 12) of the teachers
indicated some knowledge of cooperative-learning
techniques and strengths on the pre-survey, all
post-surveys indicated more clearly defined
understanding. Responses on the pre-survey
indicated great interest in learning mores about
the techniques.

Unique items from the post-survey (14 respondents) indicated
that:

o All used cooperative-learning techniques; half used
them often (8 or more times). All felt use of
cooperative learning affected student achievement.

o Almost all teachers (93%) indicated that they
frequently or almost always felt comfortable using
cooperative-learning techniques.
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o About two thirds (64-71%) of the teachers felt
comfortable organizing cooperative-learning groups
and selecting tasks and materials for the groups at
least sometimes.

o Teachers most often reported acting as facilitators
(13 of 14), with over half reporting assigning
small groups specific roles, using questions and
probes to develop higher order thinking skills, and
using group reporters.

o Five teachers were appraised while students were
involved in c000perative-learning activities; all
reported positive feedback from appraisers.

During the two years (1986-87 and 1987-88) that cooperative-
learning workshops have been implemented, teachers have
responded positively when surveyed.

o All were implementihg cooperative-learning
techniques.

o All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques.

Discussion

The objectives of both groups of workshops are supported by
national research. During the past two years of
implementation in AISD, cooperative-learning workshops have
been well-received. Teachers approach the idea of group
learning receptively and afterwards report using the
techniques in their classes. Given teachers' reactions and
suppc-tive national research (Slavin, 1987), these workshops
could be made available to other teachers and administrators
(especially those who work with low achievers).

National research (Hewison and Tizard, 1980; Tizard,
Schofield, and Hewison, 1982) also suggests parent
involvement is quite important to students' success, even
when the parents have limited education or knowledge of the
language of instruction. Conveying support for efforts in
school is also important. Four successful Title VII students
who were interviewed school and supported them. Many of the
parents of these students may be afraid to come to school or
unable to for practical reasons. Child care, as provided at
some meetings this year, is a positive step. However, home
visits, perhaps by ESL teachers, could reach parents who
would not ordinarily attend workshops. Visits could
establish a link between home and school not possible to
obtain in any other way.
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37.19 Attachment H-1
(Proposal Memo)
(Page 1 of 2)

Pr000sal to Dr. Imelda Rodrigue=, December 14, 1987 1

TITLE VII PARENT/FAMILY INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

PROGRAM GOAL: TO ASSIST PARTICIPANTS IN THEIR ADJUSTMENT
TO LIFE IN AUSTIN BY INCREASING THEIR
AWARENESS OF RISES AND OPPORTUNITIES
THEY ARE LIKELY' TO ENCOUNTER IN SCHOOLS.
WOR1 PLACES. AND IN THE COMMUNITY.

OBJECTIVES:

TO PROVIDE A SUPPORTIVE FORUM FOR COMMON CONCERNS

TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AND GUIDANCE TO ALTERNATIVE
SPECIALIZED SERVICES TO MEET INDIVIDUAL NEEDS

TO PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PARENTS AND TEENAGERS TO
. INTERACT WITH OTHER FAMILIES THAT FACE SIMILAR

CONDITIONS

TO EMPOWER PARTICIPANTS TO MANAGE OPPORTUNITIES TO
SUCCEED AND ENRICH THEIR LIVES

STRATEGY:

WEEKLY MEETINGS OF PARENTS AND STUDENTS IN A
CONVENIENT LOCATION, FACILITATED BY A BILINGUAL
BICULTURAL PROFESSIONAL, USING APPROPRIATE AUDIOVISUAL
MEDIA AND ACTIVITIES TO ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION.
MEETINGS AND INTERACTIONS ARE EDUCATIONAL RATHER THAN
THERAPEUTIC, AND ARE DESIGNED TO HELP PARTICIPANTS
MOVE FROM LEARNING ABOUT PREVENTING RISPS TO LEARNING
HOW TO EXPLORE AND TAKE ADVANTAGE OF OPPORTUNITIES
AVAILABLE IN AUSTIN, IN TEXAS, AND THE NATION.

THE SPECIFIC CONTENTS OF EACH SESSION WILL BE
DETERMINED WITHIN A GENERAL PLAN FROM THE CONCERNS
AND INTERESTS EXPRESSED BY PARTICIPANTS

FACILITATOR:

RENATO ESPINOZA IS A BILINGUAL EDUCATOR WHO
HIMSELF IMMIGRATED TO THE UNITED STATES. HE HAS SF..ILLS
AND EXPERIENCE IN DIFFERENT KINDS OF ADULT EDUCATION
SETTINGS, BOTH WITH INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS.

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES:

IN ADDITION TO MRS. EVA BARRON, PARENT INVOLVEMENT
SPECIALIST FOR THE DISTRICT, AISD REPRESENTATIVES
AND PRESONNEL FROM OTHER COMMUNITY AGENCIES WILL
BE FE1TURED IN THE PROGRAM PORTION OF SOME SESSIONS.
A SOCIAL SUPPORT GROUP FORMAT THAT WILL BE A REGULAR
FEATURE OF THE PROGRAM.
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87.19 Attachment H-1
(Page 2 of 2)

Proposal to Dr. Imelda Roariquer., December 14, 1987

LIST OF AUDIOVIDUAL RESOURCES:

1. Choices...For Students (Part 1, in English) 35' VHS
Drug Prevention Videotape from Cross Cultural
Communications.

2. Choices...For Parents (Fart 2, in Spanish) 35', VHS
Drug Prevention Videotape from Cross Cultural
Communications.

How to Watch TV. Four modules in cassettes and
filmstrips on how to get more fror watching a) news and
documentaries, b) drama and comedy, Cl advertising, and d)
learning from television. 8' each (In English) from Xerox
Educational Publications.

4. "El manan es hny." A Parent Education Program in
Spanish from Parent's Magazine, Inc. Four sessions, with
filmstrips and cassettes: a) Learning Begins at Home, b)
Our Language, our Culture, Ourselves, c) From Home to
School, and d) Parent-School Relationships.

S. "El Artista" and "Los Apuros Familiares", 3/4'
videotape, produced by SEDL.

APPENDIX H
6



1

I

1

87.19 Attachment H-2
(Workshop Survey)
(Page 1 of 3)

Name

School

Cooperative Learning Workshop Survey

Please respond to the first two questions using this scale:

Very Much Somewhat A Little Not At All

1 2 3 4

1. I feel comfortable defining the term "cooperative
learning".

2. I am familiar with research concerning the effectiveness
of cooperative learning upon student achievement.

Use this scale to answer the following questions.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Rarely Almost.Never

1 2 3 4 5

3. I feel comfortable using cooperative learning
techniques.

4. I am able to organize students into effective
cooperative learning groups.

5. I am able to select appropriate tasks for cooperative
learning groups.

6. I am able to select appropriate materials for
cooperative learning groups.

Use this scale to respond to tnese questions.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Many (8 or more) Some (4-7) Few (1-3) None

1 2 3 4

7. How many books and/or articles about cooperative
learning have you read?

8. How many times have you used cooperative learning
tecnniques?
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(Page 2 of 3)

Name

Use this scale to answer the following questions.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree
1 2 3

Strongly disagree
4

9. 1 feel confident instructing a colleague in the
structuring of cooperative learning groups. 1 2 3 4

10. I felt adequately prepared to use cooperative learning techniques in
the classroom. 1 2 3 4

If you've used these techniques, answer the following questions with the
strongly agree to strongly disagree scale listed above:

11. I am able to use cooperative learning to affect
student achievement. 1 2 3 4

12. I assigned specific roles to each student in
every group. 1 2 3 4

13. My role as a teacher was that of facilitator. 1 2 3 4

14. The reporter from each group reported to the large
group. 1 2 3 4

15. I was able to incorporate content information and use
of higher order skills through questions and probing. 1 2 3 4

16. The groups consisted of 4-6 students. 1 2 3 4

17. I was appraised during a time when my class was
participating in cooperative learning activites. 1 2 3 4

18. My appraiser(s) liked what was going on in my
classroom. 1 2 3 4

19. My appraisal w,s higher when I was a cooperative
learning facilitator than when I was a traditional
teacher.

2
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(Page 3 of 3)

Name

20. List tnree cooperative learning techniques.

a.)

b.)

c.)

21. List three strengths of cooperative learning.

a.)

b.)

c.)
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87.19

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Purpose

The curriculum development is one of the four major
components of AISD's Title VII Program. In 1987-88, it's
purpose was to complete a resource handbook of appropriate
instructional materials for LEP students.

Decision Question Dl. S}-ould the Title VII Program be
continued as 2Eis, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will
be implemented as planned in 1986-87.

Evaluation Question D1-17. What was done in tie
area of curriculum development?

Procedure/Results

A curriculum handbook, A Resource Guide for ESL and
Mainstream Teachers of LEP students, referencing materials
and strategies appropriate for teaching secondary
mainstreamed LEP students was completed by the program
director at the end of school year 1987-88. Prior to
completion, the director described the handbook as being in a
final draft stage in the April administrator interview. (See
Appendix G for more information.) Afterwards, the evaluation
staff was provided a copy of the draft although input was not
requested. The finalized handbook focuses on language
survival, literacy, and academic language skills. It is
divided into two parts; Section I describes AISD's different
LEP programs and the theoretical basis for both their design
and that of the enhancing Title VII activities. Section II
is a comprehensive bibliography of approximately 500 entries
dealing with language needs of LEP students and their
teachers. (See the Table of Contents in Attachment I-1.)
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(Page 1 of 1)

Table of Contents

Foreward i

Acknowledgements i i i

Preface i v

Section One: Program Overview . . 1

Introduction 1

Description of Programs 1

The Student Population 4

What are some Characteristics of LEP Students? 4

How are Students Identified for Participation? 4

What Is The Theoretical Basis For The Design Of The Program? 5

Section Two Suggested Materials for Teaching Secondary Mainstream LEP Students 9

Non-Content Related Instructional Materials 9

Basic Language Survival Skills 9

Basic Language Skills 12
Writing Skills 1 6

Reading Skills 19

Grammar 25

Oral Communications 27

Content-Related Instructional Materiats 34
Mathematics 3 4

Mathematics - General 3 4

Mathematics - Software 3 5

Science 3 6

Earth Science 3 6

General - Science 3 6

Lie Science 3 9

Physical Science 41
Social Studies 41

Socia Studies - General 41
Soda Studies - America Culture 4 3

Socia Studies - American History 4 3

Socia Studies -U.S. Gmemment 4 4

Soda Studies - State History and Government 4 5

Socia Studies - World History 4 5

Social Studies - Geography 4 6

Social Studies: Miscellaneous Spanish 4 7

Resource Materials for Teachers and Students 4 8

Resource Material for Students 4 8

Encyclopedias 4 8

Dictionaries 4 8

Miscellaneous 4 8

Resource Materials for Teachers 4 9

Teacers Resources - General 4 9

Teacher's Resources - Vocabulary 5 4

Teacher's Resources - Language Testing 5 5

Title Index 5 7

Publisher Index 6 0

Austin Independent School District
Austin, Texas
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87.19

DROPOUTS

Purpose

The AISD dropout rates were examined in terms of Title VII
LEP students at the four program schools.

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-18. (a) What effect did
the program have on the 1986-87 dropout rate of
LEP students? (b) How many Title VII students
dropped out? (c) Compared to non-program
students? (d) Compared to the year before? (e)

How long had 1986-87 dropouts been in AISD?
(f) How did the dropout rate of Travis'Spanish for
Native Speakers class compare to that of other
Title VII high school students in 1986-87?

Procedures

District records provided the information for the data
analysis of Title VII 1986-87 dropouts, performed in
January, 1988. Procedures for how dropouts are counted may
be found in Attachment J-1, taken from DMI Publication, 1986-
87 Annual Performance Report, Dropout Section. This
information is based on data procedures used by the Office of
Research and Evaluation (ORE) evaluation associate in charge
of dropout analysis. Rates cover the period of September 1,
1986, through September 15, 1987; students are considered
dropouts if they leave AISD during this period and a request
for a transcript is not received by October 14, 1987. This
is a change from the preceding year when both the Title VII
and District rates considered students as dropouts if they
had withdrawn between September 1 and July with no request
for transcript received during this period. Another change
in calculating Title VII dropout rates should also be noted.
During the second year (1986-87), the program was extended to
include Hispanic LEP students classified as Bilingual,
language dominance category C. This decision was made
because students sometimes go from LEP status B to C during
the year and/or have equal but limited proficiency in both
English and Spanish. However, during the third year of the
program (1987-88), the LEP classification of Title VII
program students was the same as the first year; the only LEP
status C students included were those who changed from LEP
status B to C during the year. Therefore, to be consistent
with the first and third year, the data analysis examined the
same three language groupings -- (1) LEP status' A and B
(Title VII Program students), (2) categories C,D, and E, and
(3) the combined statuses. These procedures were used by the
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Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) evaluation associate
to summarize and analyze the data for the second annual Title
VII dropout rates (1986-87), based on SAS program EV1BY014
and EV1BY012. Both programs were modifications of the
district data analysis program run by the programmer analyst
to separate out Spanish-speaking LEP students at the four
program schools in the dropout frequencies. (See Attachment
J-2 and J-3.)

A summary of results may be found under Dropout/Graduation
Rates of the Final Report (pp.19-21).
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(Page 1 of 3)

What Is the Dropout Rate for 1986-87 High School Students as of
October?

Figure 2 shows the dropout rates for 1986-87 high school students,
broken down by sex, ethnicity, grade, and by time of dropping out.
Note that from the October perspective, the number of school-year
dropouts drops from 1,809 to 1,426 (reflecting returners and late
records requests), but that another 731 left during the summer.

FIGURE 2
DROPOUT RATE FOR 1986-87 HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS,
INCLUDING SUMMER, BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND GRADE

Grou-0School-Year
Dropouts

Summer
Dropouts

Total
Dropouts

Black 280 8.3 158 4.7 438 12.9

Hispanic 472 10.6 195 4.4 667 15.0

Anglo/Other 674 6.8 378 3.8 1,052 10.6

Female 641 7.3 317 3.6 958 10.9

Male 785 8.8 414 4.6 1,199 13.4

Grade 9 616 10.5 262 4.5 878 15.0

Grade 10 376 8.3 194 4.3 570 12.5

Grade 11 296 7.8 136 3.6 432 11.4

Grade 12 138 3.9 139 3.9 277 7.8

Total 1,426 8.0 731 4.1 2,157 12.1

What Percentage of Students Who Enter Ninth Grade in AISD Fail
to Graduate?

This is probably the most significant single question about
dropouts in our District, and we are now approaching an answer.
The group who entered ninth grade during the 1983-84 school year
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87.19 Attachment J-1

(Page 2 of 3)

are assigned to each student on the file. Possible
statuses are:

--Currently enrolled as of September 15.
--School-year dropout (withdrew during a school year,
with no records request by the end of the first six
weeks).

--School-year transfer (withdrew, records request).
--Graduated.
--Died.
--Summer dropout (completed a school year, but did not

enroll in the fall by September 15, and no records
request by the end of the first six weeks).

--Summer transfer (completed school year, did not
enroll in fall, records requested.)

The dropout rate is calculated by dividing the total number
of dropouts (school year plus summer) by the total
enrollment. This can be done for any subgroup of interest.

The Annual Rate As It Looked in July (for Comparison Only)

Although (as explained above) the numbers available in July are
necessarily incomplete and inadequate, to give a sense of the
trend across time, Figure 1 shows the dropout rate for the 1986-87
school year using the old July I cutoff date for transcript
requests, compared to the three years previous. By this measure
the annual rate declined for the second .consecutive year for high
school students. A lower rate among Hispanics and Anglo/Others
accounted for the drop; the rate for Blacks increased.

FIGURE 1
ANNUAL DROPOUT RATES FOR FOUR SCHOOL YEARS BY ETHNICITY,

AS OF JULY 1 OF THE FOLLOWING SUMMER

Group
1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-8/
N % N % N % N

Black 286 9.7 322 10.6 314 9.8 355 10.8

Hispanic 554 13.8 663 16.0 661 15.3 608 13.7

Anglo/ 754 7.5 963 9.1 9:36 9.0 846 8.5
Other

Total 1,594 9.4 1,948 11.0 1,911 10.7 1,809 10.2
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(Page 3 of 3)

of the preceding school year.

The second important change involves the definition of cohorts for
the purpose of longitudinal tracking. In the past we have
reported longitudinal dropout rates for the entire group of high
school students from a given base year. Unfortunately, such a
rate has little if any intrinsic meaning. A better longitudinal
rate isfor the ninth graders from a particular base year, which
we also reported in past years. Finally we realized that this
meant that retainees--a group particularly likely to drop out- -
were counted in more than one cohort of ninth graders. Now we
think we have the single best number for expressing the
longitudinal high school dropout rate: the rate for each year's
group of entering ninth graders. We believe this is the best way
to define a cohort for three reasons. First, it is the base group
of which people intuitively think when they want to know the long-
term, or ultimate, dropout rate. Second, no student is counted in
more than one group. Finally, it gives us a number which is
somewhat comparable to the longitudinal rate published in our
original dropout study, Mother Got Tired of Taking Care of My
Baby, which found a 24% a-Fop-7)dt rate among the group of all AISD
14-year-olds from September, 1978, after four and one half years.

Definition and Method

One aspect of our dropout system that has not changed is the
definition of a dA.opout. A dropout is a student who has withdrawn
from AISD and whose records have not been requested by another
school or district. Students who earn GED's are counted as
dropouts in our system.

In July, 1986, a longitudinal computerized database (the Secondary
Student Longitudinal File, or SSLF) was constructed that enables
us to answer questions about the enrollment status of any group of
students at ahy point in time, beginning with the 1983-84 school
year for high school students and the 1985-86 school year for
seventh and eighth graders.

Our method for assigning dropout status code is as follows:

o Each year's cohort includes all students enrolled in an
AISD high school at any time during the school year.

Any student who withdraws from AISD is first considered a
dropout.

If the student's records are requested by a district,
school, or other institution offering a high school
diploma, the student is judged to be pursuing an education
and his/her classification is changed from "dropout" to
"transfer."

In the fall following each school year, dropout statuses
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IEF237I 102 ALLOCATED TO SASUTL
IEF237I 102 ALLOCATED TO SASAUTOS
IEF237I 114 ALLOCATED TO WORK
IEF237r:OES2 ALLOCATED:TO'ET:11F00i
EF237L.JES AWICATED 40:ETARFOOi
lEF2371,WES2 ALLOCATED,TO FT43F001
IEF237I DMY ALLOCATED TO FT14F001
IEF237I 104 ALLOCATED TO FT15F001
IEF237I 103 ALLOCATED TO USER
IEP237I-102..: stiLi:oCATES tbk SYS60604

,ALLOCATED TO TAeg.I.N.,.

::JEF2371":0ES2 ALLOCATES TO
IEF142I EV1BY014 SAS SAS - STEP WAS EXECUTED - COND
IEF285I 5Y580014.7150732.RA000.EVIBY014.LIBRARY
IEF285I VOL SER NOS= AISDO5.

;16E205p SAS.LIBRARY . KEPT .
itF2851 VOL SER.NOSMVS010.
4EF2O5I. 4m1"14TNK:-:' KEPT
IEF2851 VOL SER NOS. MVSXAI.
IEF2851 SYS88014.7150732.RA000.EVIBY014.LIBRARY PASSED
IEc285I VOL SER NOS. AISDO5.
1bF2P5I.. SAS.0114LT8 KEPT

: lEP205r: AtaL:sER NoSAVS9J01,
: IEF2851 SAS.MACAUTOS KEPT

IEF285I VOL SER NOS'. MVS010.
1EF2851 5Y588014.7150732.RA000.EV18Y014.R0000001 DELETED
IEF2851 VOL SER NOSE AI5014.
IFF28sr.. ,les2.do609259.soopp102.. - syspgr
7EF205 "4ES2,0080259.W00101: 'lSorAnA

dES2.a0S0259 :5004:4104 SYSOW.
lEr2851 sy588014.7i50132.WA000 .Evisv014.R0000002 DELETED
IEF285I VOL SER NOSE A15004.
IEF285I 5Y52.TEST.SASOR1 KEPT
4F2852 VOL SER'NOS. amp.,
IFF2135T cAT41.0R,05icAT: KERT
IEE2051. VOL SER NOSEWS0)0.
IEF285I' OCC:EDPDROPL:G0002V00 KEPT'
IEF285I VOL SER NOS. 500686r.
IEF2851 dE52.d0809259.SI000101 SYSIN
IEF373I STEP PAS / START88014'.1507
IEF374I STEP /SAS / STOP. 00014.1510 CPU OMIN 15.5356c 50a
'IEF237I 105 ALLOCATER:TO SY500001
IEF2851 SYS88014.1151017:sAmp.Eviavol4.R0000001 KEPT
IEF2851 VOL SER NOSE AISDO5.
IEF285I SY588014.7150732.RA000.EV1BY014.1.18RARY DELETED
6E200u: Vol 5E0 14051 105005.
1EF205I: SYS88014.1150722:04,000.EV10014.LIBRAPy
IfF28,"VOL SEA NOSA350.0P-:
*IEF375I "J08 /EVIBY014/"START 88014.1507
IEF376I JOG /EV18Y014/ STOP 88014.1510 CPU OMIN 45.53SEC SR8

CODE 0000
PASSE()

OMIN oo.575Ec VIRT 1536K SYS 260K EXT 4K SYS 8072K

OMIN 00.57SEC
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2 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EV16Y014 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15:08 THURSDAY. JANUARY 14. 1988

51 L0088 153-155 00000710
.52 ...ENTRY88 0000720.::
:53 WTU8t3 103-167 00000930
54 -%,.TRANS88 .$ 168 00000746.%.
55 LISTAT88 $ 169 00000750
56 DROP88 170 ; 00000760
57 IF STUID = 9003141 OR STUID = 1184353 OR STUID = 9105098

:58 THEN DELETE

60: IF (111637.-a62' AND OM LE-f0W) .0A.LDCaT = 4-0134
61 = '259' OR L0087 '016' OR L0087 = '251' OR L0087 = '252' OR 00000800
62 L0087 = '258' OR LOC87 = '253'; 00000810
63 IF (GRADE87 GE '09' AND GRADE87 LE '12') OR GRADE87 = 'GR'; 00000820
64 ,. . :-:-:- - -'%. .

65 :. -IF (L0D87 Os.(043, AND L0087 LE !.Q57') OR L0087 O2 OR 1,13C67.:::::6000040
aS !25Gf'DA 1067 = '016f-.:0A LOCØ7 :(25:1i.0A 1.60117.. i.252?, :%:
67 L0087 = '258' OR L0087 = '011' OR L0087 = '253'; 00000860
68 IF (GRADE87 GE '07' AND GRADE87 LE '08'); 00000870
69 00000880
70 IF.10GOT-Ga''0(X2!AND LOC87 LE 'Ol0f) OR(L0C0.74E '043': At,r,Q. LOOT- :0000090 /
11 LE'/.097J) OR Loc87 folv OR l'OC67'='''O12t OR LOGO ="01G%.0RA00000900.::.
72 LOç7 /251! .OR 1,0687 !20! QR 496137-:g -

73 OR L0087 = '252'; 00000920
74 IF L0087 = '003' OR LOC87 '007' OR L0087 = '009' OR 00000921
75 L0087 = '052'; 00000922
76 TF IGRADE87 GEY07! AND GRADE87 !12!..) OR.GRADE87,="'GRI; %'.00000B20
77 . -

,78 : IF ... :000090.
79 000045960
80 GRAD = 'N';
81 DIED = 'N';
82 IF DROP84:3 0R.DROP85

0R0FW= --1-MEN GRAD
84 -/F"DAGA84t 4 Ore:DROP85
85 DROP88 = 4 THEN DIED
86
87
88 PI;0F'. 2:
89
-BO.
91
92
93
94
95
.55
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
10/
lop

00000970
00000980

. 3 OR 0ROPE6 e 3,0R.DRDP87.'= 3 OR-

= 4 OA DhoP86
00001020
00001030
00001040

-./ 000010ao
;:QOQQ 1Q60

0000(070 .

CREATE DROP CODE 0 (STILL IN AISD ) , 00661)80
IF ENTRY88 GT 0 AND ENTRY88 LE 870915 AND GRAD = 'N' 00001090

AND DIED = THEN DROP=0; 00001100
00301'110
.00001120

4 ... 1 .. 1.4.4.4.-A44,CREATE DROP CODE 1 (DPIPOOTS OuRP46.5c1-1004 YEAR10,..; 00001130
IF wITHE47 NE . AND IRANS87 ' AND (ENTRY88 . OR'ENTRY88 = 0 OR 00001i40

ENTRY88 GT 870915) AND GRAD = 'N' AND DIED = 'N' THEN DROP = 1; 00001150
00001160
00001170

OPOP CODE 2 (IRANSFER DURING SCHOOL YEAR )-1,0**: 00001180
IF WITH87 Na . AND CEN1R740 4 . OR ENIRY88 =.0.pq EhTRyea 070915) 0000100

AND TRANS87 = 'Y' ANO GRAD = 'N' AND DIED = 'N' THEN DROP=2; 00001200
00001210
00001220

DROP CODES 3 AND 4 (GRADUATED, DIED) * 00001230
IP GRAD = "I- THEN DROP-3: 00001240
IF DIED = 'Y' THEN DROP41; . 0001ft30
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3 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EVIBY0I4 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15.08 THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 1988

109 . 00001260

110 . .- . .:%p000127o.

111 1.#t .... .!0:-!..aw.CREATE DROP COD 6 4SUMMER DROPOUT4.4'.01. .00001280
112 IF WITH87, = . AND (ENTRY88.. . OR ENTRY88 F.0 OR. ENTRY88 GT 870915, 00001290-:

113 AND TRANS87 = " AND GRAD . 'N' AND DIED . 'N' THEN DROP = 5; 00001300

114 . 0000131C

115 00001320

'11P *Itei?01-twt*4S+7CREATE DROP CODE 6 (SUMMER TRANSEER)4-!:441...06001030.
3.117 IF WITH87 c ',..:AND (ENTRY6&? OR ENTRY88 F.() .o(t .6NTRY88,,OT B740815)_:,0000134,3..

ilia
. . . '. ANO-TRA11437'i 'Y' AND 'GRAD -77'f111" AND DIED-= '.14',-THEWOROP-%ii--3:',-- .00001360_

119 . 00001360

120 00001370
121 KEEP STUID STUNAME GRADE87 L0087 ENTRY87 WITH87 TRANS87 DROP87 DROP 00001380

. .. .

122 gTHNIc' SEX;: 00001390.

123 0000.14 6666

'124.. ...:4000,410-;

NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO NUMERIC
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BY: (LINE):(COLUMN).

60:17-'60:36. .60;54.-.61.:9-61:26 61t43 62:14%.62:32 45:47 .65:36 .65:54 66:a. -46:26.:.64:4 66:60 47:15

17112 67:40 70:47 70:q- 74:0 71 -7.2;15 .Pz33. ..

NOTE: INFILE TAPEIN(0) /S:
OSNelEcUCC,EDPORPPL-Q0002V00(0).
UNTITAPE.401,7SER.600636.01SP+OLD.
licpbOLKSI2E12000 .LRECp300;RECFM=F8}

NOTE: 56644 LINES WERE READ FROM INFILE TAPEIN(0)
NOTE: DATA SET USER.DROP87 HAS 0 OBSERVATIONS AND 11 VARIABLES.
NOTE! THE OATH STATEMENT. USED 13.73 55coripS.'aND 500K.

55R OBS/TRK.

24 PROC FR50,pATA4bRop71
t25 T461.55 bROP1.0C81
126 DROPGRA0E87;
127 4 DROSEX
128 -PR9P*C7HW:
1P5
130
131 +PROC SORT DATA.DROPI;
132 BY STUID;
133 +PROC SORT DATA=RICETEEN:
134 STUID..'
.135
13Q DATA DROP7;
137 MERGE DROP7 (IN.ONDROP) RICETEEN (IN=ONRT):
138 BY STUID;
139 IF ONDROP:
140 IF PHRT THEN Loc87 = Hommti:

142 GROUP . I;

143 IF ONRT THEN GROUP 2;

144
145
146
147
148

'Pi= FRE° DATA=ORDP7:
f TABLES pqoP4!.qc67

:016ota-W.:
00001420
00001430
00001440

'..00poloo
.'41a144140.,

00001480
00001490
00001500
.00001510
b001520
0000151
00001540
00001550
00001560
000011570
00001580
00001590
00001600
00001610
00001620
00001630
00001540
Woolesci

1`17
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4 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16

149 DROPETHNIC
150 . DROPe5EX.
151'' Q.RQP:i9Ph9g.0.-;

-

153
154

155
156 1.PA0cFKE0%0A:14=0A0P?:

-167 TA81.E5'0A0p40642,-::''
158 :.QRQF!ETMNIC` .. , .

159 DROPSEX
160 OROPGRADE87;
161 BY GROUP;
'162

, ... ..

..I63 4o,#5p4A4767AP-Ifip$ FA014.0INEAs:m:1..f. 41.:1
164 *PROC SORT 6ATAF.00027;
165 BY sTu10:
166 DATA TAPKIOS;
167 SET TAAP87

.168 '1. KEEP STU/D.SERV5EN TAPSE;
169 +PROC SORTOATAeTAFKIDS;
17Q *

171

172 DATA OROP7
173 MERGE OROP7 (IN=ONDROP) TAPKIDS (IN.ONTAP):
174 BY STUTD;
175 . IF MORO;
176 .+ IF ONTAP THEN.GROUPel;
177
178 PROC SORT;
179 BY GROUP;
180
181 OW FRO:
182 t -TABLES DROP.0087
183 DROP.ETHNIC"
184 DROPSEX
185 DROPGRADE87;
186 . BY GROUP;
187

189 DATA TAPOROP;
190 SEI 0R0P87:
191 IF GROUP = 3;
192'

193

-194
195
196 PROC SORT DATA=TAPOROP;
197 BY SERVEEM:
198
199 PROG PAINT:
200 VAR 5T6Ip STUNAME SERIJSEM;
201
202 DATA OROP87;
203 SET OF0P87:
204 IF GRADE87 e '07' AND FIRSTTTH 07.

PROC SORT DATA=OROP7;
BY GROUP;

MVS/XA JOB EV1BY014 STEP SAS PROC SAS

205
206 PRDG FREQ:

...

00001660
-,00001670_,
=.. 00001680
:::.00001690..%

00001700
00001710
00001720
P.020,73g,;,
'060017.44.
:00001750,
00001760
00001770
00001780
:130601790:::::

:Q00016Qe
'0300010
00001820
00001830
00001840

f.:00004850\
00241860.',
-:660641743z
00001880
00001890
00001900
1:10001910
0000192a

15:08 THURSOAY. JANUARY 14, 1988

.0004t936.
0000i946
00001950
00001960
,00001970,-.
A70601580
00001990
00002000
00002010
00002020
00002030--%

'-00602040
:,..0000zopa:
00002060
00002070
00002080
00002000 ,

00002100 :-.
"-0660211Q-
00062120
00002130
00002140
00002150
00002180
00062170
00002180
00002190
00002200
00002210
00002220 .

60002230' .

00
-.4

1.0

140
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5 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EV1BY014 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15;08 THURSOAY, JANUARY 14. 1988

207 TABLES OROPLOC87 00002240
208 + ORONEIHNIC 0000225Q
209 + DROPEEX --.:00002260
210- DROP *GRADE87: ....... 00002270.:
211 BY GROUP; 00002280
212 00002290

00002300
000026i6.Y"

213 PROC FREQ;
2i4 ,. -+ TABLES':DROP4LINE(7'

.- 215 . 24..':-.. ...*. DRONE-1441C
*-.296 '.' :' DRQPSEX., 00002230 ... .

217 OROPGRADE87; 00002340
218 00002350
219 OATA OROP7; 00002360

-%220.-*
.

221 .

.:222..'

.+:.SET.'OROP7:..* .

.,,-.If.GRDLIP V. 1 opGupp 0 2;
.', .

00002370*:
Dciocapap***:

. 00002290
22'1 PROC SORT DATA=DROP7; 00002400
22, BY STUIO; 00002410
225 00002420
226- `: *DATA TRANSJWL: 00042430.
'227 .4 INPUT -- :::' STUID .. . 23-29;.. 00002440
22$ .:1'4ROS1'. ..:Y.'. .-

00002450 , ,
229 INCLu0E>SA-PS0170110I 00002460
230 00002470
231 PROC SORT; 00002480

: 232 ?- ElY, SNIP; 0000249Q :".;
233 . .. .. . . .... . 00002500

. .23,4 .,-,c1aTA... TRANSJul::: .., 00002510;; ;
235 SET TRANSJuL; 00002520
236 BY STU10; 00002530
237 IF FIRST.STUID; 00002540

, 238. Doop2sbo
229 '+DATA'JWCYRATE; . 00002500 *.
'240 *'-MERGE'DROP? (IN=ONDROP) TRANSJUL (IN.ONTRAN9): .*:ocloo2670*.*::-

241 BY STUI0; 00002580
242 IF ONOROP; 00002590
243 TRANS87 = "; 00002600

. 244 w IFAINTRANS.THEN TRANS87 . 'Y: 00002610,..
246,.' D.000620 ".

. 248 --':'GRAO ., !1,1'; ....00002630
247 DIED d 'N'; 00002640
248 IF 0ROP84 . 3 OR OROP85 . 3 OR OROP86 . 3 1F. DROP87 . 3 THEN GRAO.'Y';00002650
249 IF DROP84 . 4 OR 0ROP85 . 4 OR DROP86 . 4 OR DROP87 = 4 THEN DIED.'Y';00002660
2e0
251 . ,

252 DROP-'= 9;
253
254
255
256
267
258
25
260
261
262
263
?641,

00002670
00002680-

-.00002690'
00002700
00002710

CREATE DROP CODE 0 (STILL IN AISD ) . 00002720
. IF ENTRY87 NE . . AND wiTNP7 . , ,., AND ORAD.=. 'N' -' :10002710

ANO DIED . fN1 THENDROP=0; .

+...4.....4;.+..o.....4...*....+..,....4...o..4.4+,..(i....4..:«..4...+.:(..4g:'+ Q0002750
00002760

CREATE OROP COOL 1 (DROPOUTS DURING SCHOOL YEAR): 00002770
IF (WITH87 NE . AND TRANS87 = ") 00002780

+ ANO GRAD P 'N' ANO DIED . '4' THEN DROP 1 :,. : ..,.,.
....A *::.,i4... A . . t.. 00002800 .

0000279Q

. .....
:., . ''' . : 00002610

00

1.0

>
-10 c+
11 c+

W
CD tl

0b a
CD0h c+
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6 St(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EVIBY014 STEP SAS PROC 5A5 15.08 THURSDAY. JANUARY 14. t988

265 CREATE DROP CODE 2 (TRANSFER DURING sclicm. yE4Rk. . 00002820

266 4. IF (WITH67 NE . .. AND TRANS87. ..!??..1".:./*.' ,- . . . 00002830 .

267 : * AND.GRAO . .N, AND DIED:.; tN' TNEN,DROP.2; s.,* .. %'...' . 00002040

268 .' :.."-":1..C1iir*.ru..i)1,t,**a.?..,44,(41,44e.pk44.'-'11,:rtmri.ltior,.;fit*.;.00002850,..
.

269
0000286J

270 CREATE DROP CODES 3 AND 4 (GRADUATED. DIED) . 00002870

271 IF GRAD . 'Y THEN OROP.3:
272 .i IF 01E0 . fY4 THEN OROP.4i-: ..f..':' .:.i:, .. .;:...:. ,:.- -'... ... :...2(001:2-,:

.27? . : ,......i4.,... 4....J.,4..,-.4.t..4, ***** 0.-:fr,..,,,......,.......,........,, boo012Q0 .
.

V4
275 KEEP STUI0 STUNAME GRA0E87 L0G87 .ENfRi87 WITH87 IRANS57 OROP67 DROP 00002920

276 ETHNIC; 00002930

278 ::. +Pt= WC): . .

00002940277
..:'; ::..:::,. . 000o2o50:;,..'::' .

279 "..4.,TABLES DROP4ETNNIC::, ..:::.:''019010296p.,:::::::.:

280 , * . . -* OPOPSEi ._ .

'.-";: .,- ,00002920. :

281 OROPGRADE87 :
00002980

22 PROC DELETE DATA JULYRATE TRANSJUL DROP7: 00002990

283
00003000

.284 , ': ' j
. .

NOTE: THE PROCEOuRE'FREO USED 1.57 SECONDS AND 780K AND papplrwpacE4 1 TO 2. ..,

NQT: SAS,USE0 780K mgmopy,

NOTE. SAS INSTITUft INC.
SAS CIRCLE
PO BOX 6000
CARY. N:C. 2751141000

.."

CO
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1 4 5

SAS 1508 THURSDAY. JANUARY 14. 1988 1

TABLE OF PROP BY Lam

DROP LOCOT .

. . .

FREQUENCY;
PERCENT 1

ROW PCT :

P Pf..,_ PCI L.: . .. i : ..: ... P r: ... ':' '`.4 i .::T.C1141;%. ' %;':-.

..,, .0 394.'. 1194 .1. 422 : 4351'-..- .. .

1 20.80 , 21.14 1 17.37 6.30 65.51
' 31.70 ' 32.23 ' 26.47 ' 9.60
I I I67.21 I 60.14 66.63 L ,

1: "I. .-.. 12..r.*..: ?.4:''.. ,..::: .1.4.P. 1 : .:.:.:*-:''..2:1%.41:::. f.....". P3Ps. :.. ::::-: 'T..... -':-':.
i 4E1. ',,A14 l' ' /I...57 ''' :4:'66 ..:' ':':11'.91:1 '''' ", '''.:..."."-:' '..;:''' : '''

1 23.38 ll' 48.98 I 19.48 I% 8.16
1 6.08 1 11.21 1 6.01 1 8.38
+ + + + +

2 11:% Oa ..1.,..:;.: 1011.1. *:,.. .:4:1:1:.:::..:...17' -::.:::::.,20.
1. 34:' 1.., .1 :G i.. :::{0".61:.: ixs.- p . 25 : ?. 82'

. i -..5.1Q.1....4"..1*.1$'..i....; 16 02::1;::::.A.i'54::.
4.34 j 4.58 1 2.35 1 3.24

i

+ + + + +

3 : 342 I. 408 i 321 1..... 0 :071

5.09 .i, .: 1: . 9.90..: :15.911' "": ,',-;.'..... .

1, .. '31. 93: 1:::.3,13.10:1...,:;20'..97...,.1..: 0.00 ::::',.. : .....::,..;:%:',,:::,: ,:.-:

I.'. 16.49' i..17.44: 3: .":.ii3 . 47.. :I ::::".':?:144.: :. "". ...'::....:"../:: .:..:*. :::' s"::::.
+ +

4 I

I I

1 I 0 1 0 2

1 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03

",50.000 I., - . .I :.:000. I . . ..

0.0 ,. :.:',:9,09.. 4,...:;..490:)....:::9...01):. :. :.:.:....*:: ''' ..-': .:%::::.:- :.. .. . ::," .
.t.-- ,- -- .7.- -4,- :. ,.7.'- '-'. 4 -.N.:;;A: -...:.',4;;t4: .1.1- '-..: ..:- .:: 4* ..t:.4:-.:..!::;:'-...-*::t.:'::. ".. .: .' .: "".. : ..": . .

6 1 69 1- 83 -I. --..6 1 ---3:7'
I 1.03 I 1.24 I 1.61.01 I 0.55 3.83
I I I I26.85 , 32.30 26.46 14.40

1 ..,.1? F.' .6-?...., . :' q tF1?: :1: -:.'7.9P ... :... -: .:.

6 :
1

0.78 1.12 0.72
28.89 41.67 i 26,67

: 2.51 1 3.18 ; 2.75 ;

+. .... +...
TOTAL 2074 'P3O'd 174T

10.Q5 , 35,19.. ":2Q, DT

',:.;;;' 100 .

0.07 2.69
2.78
0.95
...'. - 'op.

.9702
. 109,00

>
-0 r+
0.1 rt
(0 Di
(D
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o
-h rt
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.73

C)

C-'

1 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS /XA JOB Ev10Y012 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15:42 THuRSOAY, JANUARY 14, 19'8

NOTE: COPYRIGHT (C) 1984,1986 SAS INSTITUTE INC.. CARY, N.C. 27511, U.S.A.
N0TE: THE 000 EV1BY012 HAS 04EN RN UNDER REtEASE 5.10 OF St!S AT AuSTTN INDEPENDENT $C4004 P15TRICT (Q1986001)

NOTE: CPUID VERSION 103 :SERIAL w 015624 MODEL . 4381 ., %

NOTE: SAS OPTIONS SPECIFIEO ARE:
SORT4

,. '.

1

2 OPTIONS ERRORS w 0:
3 DATA LEPOY87:
4 INFILE TAPEIN:
5 INPUT FILIO $ 1-2
6 % SIU10 3.9

. , -.

00000120
00000130
00000140
00000160
00000170

';!.0,0000180

7 : slinapg $ 10-3& 000001.
4I'.: . DIRTH' t 27-42 ::' ..00000200,

9 IOC $ 43-45 00000210

10 GRADE S 46-47 00000220

11 ENTRY S 76-79 00000230

42 EXIT S 80.82 00000240

'43 REENTYR' S 84-07 .00000250

14 REEXIT $ 64-91 00400260.

15 LANGCODE $ 57-5A 00000270

16 LANGNAME S 60-69 00000280

17 ETHNIC $ 48 00000290

18 STATUS 5 70 00000300
19 LPACCODE S 73 00000310 ,

20 LANGOOM $ 71-72 popown
21 EXITYR $ 235-238; 00000330

22 KEEP STUI0 STATUS GRAOE EXITYR LOC LANGOOM LANGCODE ETHNIC: 00000340

23 :F STUID 9003141 OR STUID 1184353 OR STUID 9105098

24 'NENOELETE:
25 IF .2TATUS ' '2' OR STATUS '2' PR STATUS ' 'A' PR STATUS '5' -00000350
28 OR STATUS . '11+: . . '00000380 .-

27 IF LANGCOOE 4002'; 00000370

28 IF LOC '003' OR LOC '007' OR LOC '009' OR LOC '052': 00000380

29 00000400

NOTE: INFILE IAPEIN IS:
OSNAmEELBLANG7.TAPE.
UNIT TAPE.VOLSER000953,LABEL2.DISP01.0,
DC6(EILKSI2E4000.LRECL-264,RECFM-v0)

NOTE: 15466 LINES WERE READ FROM INFILE TAPEIN.
THE MINIMUM LINE LEWIN ft' 240.
THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH 15 260.

NOTE: DATA SET USER.LEPBY87 HAS 285 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK,
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 5.66 SECONDS AND 532K

29 DATA AO: 00000400

30 SET LEPBY87: 0000000
31 IF tAncoom 'A' OR LANGDOM . '0' OR LANGOOM 'AL';

32

NOTE: DATA SET usER.A9 HAS 207 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK,
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 0.14 SECONDS AND 472K.

147
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0
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2 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EV1BY012 STEP SAS PROC SAS

32 PROC FREQ;0 ;rime. .Al:LITLE VII LEPS.IITNA:ANGOOWOC-
a4 . . . TA8L.ES :LOX GRADE;,, .

: 35 .".."
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FRU? 1!SE0 0.22 SECONDS AND 760K AND PRINTEO

15:42 THURSDAY, JANUARY 14. 1988

35 PROC DELETE DATA = AB;.
:36' .

."INIQTE; THE PROCEOPRE :PEI,ETE :USED : 0.'t3` s5cpuis.'4ND 484;c:-.
.-: , = .... . . .. s

DATA CDE;
SET LEPBY87;
IF LANGOOM = 'C' OR LANGDOM = '0' OR LANGDOM = 'E' OR

LANGDOM ''.EL

36
37
38

"30

PAGE 1.

NOTE: DATA SET USER.CDE HAS 77 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 0.13 SECONDS AND 472K.

40

43
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 0.20 SECONDS AND 760K AND PRINTED PAGE 2.

-PROC:fREO...-
T/TLE LEPS .WITH . LANGDOM

DRAD4-":' "-
AND -gt.r:

4P PROC' GIEt,cyg-:DAT4 9
'*44-

NOTE: THE PROCEOURE.OrLETEAYSED..0,-.13:SECONOS:ANO..484K.

44 DATA ALL;
45 SET LEPBY87:
46 . IF . LANGDOM OR LANGDOM'= LANGDOM

LANciODM 4At;i4DOM.1-4 '9!"0R-Ati(10;:

.1.700,Pg0:4,d1
49

NOTE: DATA SET USER.ALL HAS 284 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK.
;NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT usgR9.14 SECONDSAND 472K.

50
51
52

TITLE 'ALL TITLE VII LEPS';
TABLES LOC GRADE;

. ... . . '"

NOTE; THE 'PROCEDURE EREOJSED:.0.32 SECONDS -AND 50K ANO.PRINTEO,PAGE..3A

RROC,-D£L£T..... .a A04.
Si
54
55
56
57
58
59'
60
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 0.14 SECONDS AND 484K.

-

-.00000420-

THIS PROGRAM (SA-6Y0120101) WILL PRODUCE ANNUAL DROPOUT CODES 00000430
FOR ALL HISPANIC LEP STUOENTS, 9-12 DURING THE 1986-87 SCHOOL 00000440
YEAR AT TRAVIS, JOHNSTPN. 4 ANDERSQN, . .

, 000100450:

4,1+4,1.44*.i.i*!,11*4.44.ii,4,.4i***.t,0-1,?1,4144,044,4,4141-4,1x.r.14..060004845
... OPOOP.47P.

00000480
00000490

00 DATA DRDPOY07;
61 SET PROP?;

,:000001DO
Opoons0-

-vrr
co sa,
CD 0

N a
CD

rt



3 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EV1BY012 STEP SAS PROC SAS

62

-64 ---
.4.. IF. (Loca-z-/- 003! OR Lse87. c '007' :OR. L0087 ,-; !WV: 00:.,-

._.

64 . -- uical ,k-- -.052'); .
. ...- .. . ,-' .

,:65-' .-. IF-46RADEST:GE-f07f-ANG GRADE87 LE ' 49%012: :GRADEBT.4 COVI-
66
67
68 . , , -
NOTE;' DAWSUASFR:DRQPilly87.HAS 6702 OBSERVATIONS AMP -O'VARJAB!-E5.."55$;'OBSITRK:.
NOTE: THE::DATA:,,SLJEMENT:USED 0.88 SECONDS. -AND: 472K.

68
69
70

PROC SORT OATA=LEPBY87;
8Y STUID;

00000510
POPPQP?ck%

00000540
00000550
00000560

15:42 THuRSDAt. JANUARY 14. 1988

00000560
00000570

:NOTE:.A.CYLINDERS-DYNAM1CAWCALLOCATEO-m'S'iSOA:FOR TACWOF -31xSPR7--WIRK':0ATA:SET.8,%.
NOTE: OATA SET oSER.LEPEe87 HAS 285 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE PROCEOURE SORT USED 0 47 SECONDS AND 1488K.

:

72
73

-"PROC. sagr:iwakpRoPsYs7
13Y.PTPlq.;/ ."

MOTE: OATA SLIT USER.DROPBY87 HAS 6702 OBSERVATIONS AND 11 VARIABLES. 558 OBS/TRK.
NoT:.THE-PRPuoYRE SORT,V5EP.4,5 SECONDS AND 14?8K.

73"-

74

75
76

DATA LPPFP.F17;.%.*:.
MERGE LEPBY87 (IN=ONLEP) DROPOY87
BY STUID;
IF ONLEP=1 AND ONOROP=1:

(IN=ONOROP);

NOTE! DATA SET USER.LEPOROP7 IlAS 285 OBSERVATIONS AND 17:VARIABLES. .474' 08§-/TRK.

NOTE: THE OATA STATEMENT USED 1.57 SECONDS AND 520K.

77 PROC FRED;

78 7-(4,144- 0.RPP1-9c87
79 .. OROP*6RADc87
.110 '''AMPt*W-
81
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FRED USEQ 0.34 SECONDS AND 764K AND PRINTEO PAGES 4 TO 6.

81
82
83
84
85

DATA ABLEP:
SET LEPOROP7;
IF DROP I PR pm, z 5;
IF LANGOOM = 'A' OR LANGDOM = 'B' OR LANGOOM = 'AL';'

'NOTE; DATA SET USER.ABLEP HAS 22 OBSERVATIONS AND 17 VARIABLES 474 OBS/TRK.
Nprg: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 0.10 SECONDS AND 472K.

'85' PROC FRED;
86 TITLE 'ALL TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS WITH LANGDOM OF A. B. AV, A0
87 TABLES LOC87 GRADE87;
88
NOTE; THE PROCEDURE p3pusgp 0.0 SECONDS AND 764K co) .PRINTEO,PA6E7,..

151

=Goma
00000620
00000630
00000640

CU rt.
lar

(0

CO a

oh rt

CO I

-- CO

1.52
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m
CO 0

1.1

C.

4 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16

88 PROC DELETENTA
89
N3TE:

MVS/XA JOB EV1BY012 STEP SAS

THE pRocpuRE-OLETg ow) 0,11 sccows AND 413AK;

PROC SAS 15:42 THURSDAY. JANUARY 14. 1988

.*-

89 DATA COELEP:
90 SET LEPOROP7:
91 IF DROP = I OR DROP = 5;

92 IF LANGOOM':?'"C" OR LANGDOM '0 O( LANGDOA,4'qt:OR

93 49GDOM ? 'EL"; .

94 - . : ;:::: **

NOTE: DATA SET USER.COELFP HAS 11 OBSERVATIONS AND 17 VARIABLES. 474 OBS/TRK.

NOTE: THE DATA _:ATEMENT USED 0.15 SECONDS AND 472K.
. . . .

94
95
96
97

. ".... "."

T1Tt 'ALL. TITLE VII LER DROP:CUTS WTTH LAr1WOM OF D.:.E, iu46
TABLES LOC GRADE:

NOTE: YHE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 0.19 SCCONDS AND 764K AND PRINTED PAGE 8.

'' : * .

97

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 0.13SEONOS AND 404K.

98 DATA ALLLEP:
99
100 . 4F.OROP i OfiTROP

OR
,101 IF LANGDOM ..!A! OR .uNcoom..57 e3v-ORLANGP0m.,..
102 LANGDOM = '0' DR LANGE:DM = 'E' OR LANGDOM = 'AL' OR

103 LOOM = 'EL';
104

-

N91E: OAT A SET USER. A Lt.i.EP 'HAS 33 OBSEI: vA Mari AN9 17 VARI AB1. Et 474 OLS/TRW: :" .- -" ::.
NOTE: THE DATA SIATE14E111:- MECO 0:0 SECONDS,AND 472K:., - .. . . . , : :

104
105
106
107

yOTE::THE

107
108

NOTE:

108
103
110
111

PROC FREQ:
TITLE 'ALL TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS':
'. TABLES LOG GRADE: : .

- *;..* t.:.'

PROPEDUP E.9 :UOO2O SECONDS ANQ164K i!it .. . . : . .

PROC DELETE DATA = ALLLEP:

THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED O.14 SeCoNos AND 484K,

PROC SEIRt OATA 0.CPOROP7(
BY 10M/ GRADE STuNAME STUD;

00000720
00000730

.

NOTE: DATA SET USER.LE0OROP/ItAS 2(6 OSSERVATIOHS AND 17 vtRiaBLES: 1174 035/YRK.:
NOTE; TOE PROCEDURE SORT USED 0.36 SECONDS AND 1480K.

111
112
113

-114
i1.

150

MOO PRINT OATA?LEPCROP7:
BY 10087;
PAGEBY L0C87z

V!1 HIFANIC'LEP STOOEurtp:

00000730

- -:*. 00000750 : : - -

0 rf
Q ri-

un
CDC

..Ps
CD0 rf

I. C.,
(...) I

LA)



5 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EV1BY012 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15.42 THURSDAY. JANUARY 14. J88

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE PRINT USED 0.66 SECONDS AND 556K AND PRINTED
. .

. .

1)R9c:'9EI,:qAT.PROPaY8T
.

117
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 0.14 SECONDS AND 484K.
NOTE: SAS USED 1488K MEMORY.

PO BOX 8000
CARY. N.C. 27511-8000

PAGES TO 17.

',0000167W:-.
,000007TO
00000780

to

1 5 6



ALL TITLE VII LEPS WITH LANGDOM OF A, B. AND AL 10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19. 1988 1

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

003 5 :4.4 5 2.4
007 80 38.6 85 41.1
009 23 11 1 108 52.2
052 99 47.8 207 100.0

GRADE FREQUENCY rFRCENT
CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT

07 55 26.6 55 26.6
08 44 21.3 99 47.8
09 49 23.7 148 71.5
10 32 15.5 180 87.0
11 18 8.7 198 95.7
42 9 4.3 207 100.0

SAS 10:38 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19. 1988 2

TABLE OF DROP BY GRADE87

DROP GRADE87

FREQUENCY;
tPERCENT 1

ROW PCT
COL PCT 1GR 107 !o8 109 lio III 112 1 TOTAL1

+ + 4 + + + + +

O 1 0 1 225 I

i

197 1616 1 1265 1 1083 1 20 4406
0.00 .

1

3.36 . 2.94 , 24.13 , 18.89 . 16.17 . 0.30 . 65.78
; 1 1 i 10.00 5.11 4.47 36.68 28.71 1 24.58 0.45

1
0.00 1 81.82 1 79.12 1 76.19 1 U1.61

i
81.37 1 16.53 1

+ + +
i

+ + + +

1 0 1

1

15 29 , 238 1 108 1 104 I

1

44 1 538
0.00 , 0.22 ,

5.39 44.
0.43 , 3.55 . 1.61 . 1.55 . 0.66 . 8.03

1 1 1 1
:

1

1

0.00 2.79 24 20.07 19.33 8.18
t

0.00 I 5.45 11.65 I 11.22 I 6.97 I 7.81 I 36.38 1

-+ + + + + + + +

2 : 3 . 102 1 62 I 22 , 25i

0.0g ! 0.21.1 ! 0.04 , 013 i 0.33 I 3.8k
1 1 i 1 1 i 1

I

0.00 5.47 1.17 39.84 24.22 20.70
I

8.59 I

0.00 I 5.09 I 1.20 , 4.81 1 4.00 3.98 1 18.18 1
;

+ + +
3 i 1051 I 0

I

0 0
1

O.
.

9 I 12 1 1072
, 15.69 0.13 , 0.18 , 16.00
i

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
, 98.04 1 0.00 1 0.00 I 0.00 1 0.00 I 0.84 1 1.12 ,

1

, 100.00 1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.68 1 9.92 i

+ +

0.00 ;

+ + + + + +
1

4 I 0 1 0 :

1

0 /

I

0 :

I

1 I 1 :

I

0 :

I

2
0.00 , 0.00 , 0.00 . 0.00 1 0.01 1 0.01 . 0.00 . 0.03

I ; 1 t 1

0.00 I
0.00 ,

0.00 1

0.00
1

0.00
: 5g.g2 :

50.00
1

1

O.O.
0.00 1

1

0.00

4 + + + + -+ + +

5 0 is 1 18 ,

1 1

85 54 I 46 I

I

23 I 244
0.27 . 0.27 . 1.27 . O.R1 . 0.EJ , 0.34 , 3.64

1 1

. 0.00
00 7.38 . 7.38 1 22.13 1 18.85 1 9.43 1

1
0.00 I 6.55 / 7.23 1 4.01 1 3.48 1 3.46 1 , 19.01 1

+ + + + + + t

G I 0 I 3 I 2 I 80 I GO I 35 I 0 I

1

180

g

n.00 1 0.04 0.03 , 1.19 , 0.90 . 0.52 , 0.00
i 1 s1.11 1 44.44 33.33 1 19.4e 1 0.00

2.69
0.00

1 0.00 1

1.67
1.09 1 0.80 1 3.77 1 3.87 1 2.5% 1 0.00 I

+ + + + + + -+ +

MAL 1051 275 2j9 2121 1550- -1331 .2 0698



NMI 111111 INN ON NW MINI fin ME MB MSS ND

1\3

m
I-1

).<

DROP

ftILQUENCY1
.1RCENI 1

ROW POT ,

COL PCT 1

0 1

1

1 1

1

2 '

1

i

3 '

1

1

1

-+
4 1

I

1

5 '

I

I

i

6 '

1

1

TOTAL

LOC87

1401
20 92
31 ett
67.62

126
+.88

23.42
6.08

90

*

34
35 16
4.34

342
5.11

31.90
16.51

1

0.01
50.00
0.05

60
0.00
24.59
2.00

52
0.78
28.89
2.51

2072
30.93

SAS 10:30 TUESDAY. JANUARY 10, 1980

TAULE OF DROP DY L0087

31 71
+

1 1417 1

21.16
132.16 .

, 60.14 1

91

1166 1

17.41
26.46 1

66.78 I

52: TOTAL

422 1 4406
6.30 ' 65.78
9.58 I

80.33 I

+

263 105 44 i

8.03
538'

3.93
48.88 10;

0.66
1 8.181

, 11.16 1 6.01 1 8.40 1
4

!' 108 1 41 : 17 256
1 I

I I

1.61
I

0.61
42.19 16.02 I

0.'25 1 3.82

. 4.50 I 2.35 1

F 64
3.24

' 409 3.% i 0 ' 1072
6.11 0.00 I 16.00

1 38.15
,

29.94 , 0.00 I
, 17.36 1 18.30 1 0.00 1

+
I

1

1 ' 0 . 0 : 2

0.01 0.00 I 0.00 ' 0.03
1 50 00 I 0.00 I 0.00

0:04 1 0.00 1 0.00

1 83 ' 65 ' 36 i 244
1 1.24 1 0.54

34.02 26.6' 14.75 I

3.64

I 3.52 I 3.72 1 6.07 1

75 1 40 : 5 : 180
1 12 0.72 I 0.07 i 2.69

1

1 41.67 26.67
3.18 I 2.75

2.78
0.95

2356 1746 324 6690
35.17 26.07 7.82 100.00

AIL 1111E VII LEP5 WIN Lu+,uuu OF C. D. E. ANO EL 10:50 TUESOAY. JANUARY 19. 1988 2 .--->

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE CU17 rrtt

LOC FREODLUCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT um 0.1
(D C)

10 13.0 =I'

35 45.5 V a
56 72.7 1)

77 100.0
CD 3
-11 rt

003 10 13.0

007 25 32.5
009 21 27.3
052 21 27.3

C,

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
(AT I

GRADE FR:QUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
v Lo

07 13 16.9

08 8 10.4

09 29 37.7
10 16 20.8
11 3 3.9
12 8 10.4

13 16.9
21 27.3
50 64.9
66 05.7
69 89.6
77 100.0



ALL TITLE VII LEPS WITH LANGDOM OF A. B. AND AL 10:58 TUESDAY. JANUARY 19. 1988 1

Co
CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE

..4

.

LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT
/--..

up
003 5 2.4 5 2.4
007 80 38.6 85 41.1
009 23 11.1 108 52.2
052 99 47.8 207 100.0

GRAFIE FREQUENCY PERCENT
CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

CUMULATIVE
PERCEINT

,/ 55 26.6 55 26.6
08 44 21.3 99 47.8
09 49 23.7 148 71.5
10 32 15.5 180 87.0
11 18 8.7 198 95.7
12 9 4.3 207 100.0

SAS 10:38 TUESDAY. JANUARY 19. 1988 2

TABLE OF DROP BY GRADE87

DROP GRADE87

.
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
CUL PCT ,P

.

GR1 107 los log loo 111 :12 1 TOTAL
+ -+ + + + + + +

1-1,72 0 1 0 1 225 I 197 1616 I 1265 I 1083 I 20 I 4406
rn

. 0.00 . 3.36 , 2.9k i 24.13 . 18.89 , 16.17 1 0.30 , 65.78
1 1 1 1N3:= 1

, 0.00 1 5.11 1 4.47 , 36.68 , 28.71 1 24.58 , 0.45 1N3 cv
I

81.82 I

1

.-.4 0.00 I 79.12 76.19 ; 81.61 I 81.37 I 16.53 ;
1

>c + + + + + + -- + +

1 1 0 15 I 20 I 236 I 108 I 104 44 1 538
C.,

1 0.0C i 0.22 0.43 . 3.55 1.61.1 1.55 1 0.66 .

i

8.03
1 11 0.00 2.79 5.39 44.24 20.07 i

.

;

19.33 i
, 8.18,

5.4.,
1

1 11.65 1 11.22 1 6.97 1 7.81 36.36
+

0.00 I
+ + + + + + +

2 1 0 1 14 I 3 I 102 1 62 I 53 I 22 I 256
0.21 0.04 1.52 0.93 . 0.79 0.33 . 3.82

I i I 1

. 0.00
1
1 0.00 5.47 I 1.17 24.22 20.70

3.98 1

8.5939.84
I

0.C1 1 5.09 1 1.20 1 4.81 1 4.00 1 18.18 1 --->
/ + + + + + + no (-+

3 1

i

1051 1 0 I

i

0 I 0 1 9 1 12 1 1072 a cr
un a

, 0.0(C)lo 1 0.00 0.00 , 0.00 . 0.13 . 0.18 . 16.00 M c.)15.09
1

0.
1 o0.00 0.00 , 0.00 0.00

i

0.84 1.12 =r98.04
1 Op a100.00 1 o.00 1 o on , o.00 1 0.68 1 9.92 1

+ + i -+ + + + +
CD

0 =
4 I 0 1 0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1
1

1 1 1

1

1

I

0 I 2 -h r+

I

0.00 . 0.00 , 0.00 , 0.00 , 0.01 . 0.01 , 0.00 , 0.03
1--. c-

I

0.00 i
0.00 1

0.00 I

0.00 1
0.00 I

0.00 I

0.00 ' 50.00 ' 50.00 ' 0.00 '

0.00
I

0.06 1 n:os
I

0.00 1

(.4 o

..... to

5 0 :
i

18 i 18-1 85 I 54 I- 46-1 23 I 244
1 0.0(1 0.27 . 0,27 1.27 . 0.81 . 0.CJ . 0.34 , 3.64
1 1

1
i i i 17.30 , 7.3a .., . ! 22.13 18.85 9.43

1 3.46 1 , 19.01 1I 1 6 I
JO i

1 0.00 6.55 , 7.23 ; 4.01 3.48 1

ICA:,+ + + + + + +

6 I 0 I

1

3 1 2 I 80 I

I

GO I 35 I 0 I 180
0.00 . 0.04 , 0.03 . 1.19 . 0.90 . 0.52 : 0.00 . 2.69

1 1 1 i 1 1 1 10.00 1 11:(6);

I

1.11 44.44 , 33.33 19.44
1

. 0.00
1

0.00 I 0.80 1 3.77
1

3.87 1 2.63 , 0.00
+ + + + + + + +



ALL TITLE VII LEPS 10:58 TUESDAY. JANUARY 19. 1988 3

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

003 15 5.3 15 5.3
007 105 37.0 120 42.3
009 44 15.5 164 57.7
052 120 42.3 284 100.0

GRADE FREQUENCY PERCENT
CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

CUMULATIVE
PERCENT

07 68 23.9 68 23.9
08 52 18.3 120 42.3
09 78 27.5 5:8 69.7
10 48 16.9 246 86.6
11 21 7.4 267 94.0
12 17 6.0 284 100.0

164



DROP GRA0E87

FREQUENCY'
1PERCENT
1ROW PCT
1

ALL TITLE VII LF.PS 10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1988 5

TABLE OF DROP BY GRA0a7

TOTAL107 108 109 1 10 III 112
11COL PCT 1 GR

+ + + + + + + +

0 1 0 1 61 I 46 1 68 I 39 I 19 I 2 I 235

, 0.00 21.48 . 16.20 , 23.94 . 13.73 , 6.69 , 0.70 , 82.75
I 0.00 1 25.96 , 19.57 ! 28.94 16.60 ! 8.09 ! 0.85 ,

i i

0.00 1 89.71 1 88.46 1 87.18 1 81.25 I 90.48 100.00
1

i

1

+ + + + + + + +

1 1 1 I 0 1 3 I 1 0 I 0 1 5

1 0.00 i 0.35 , 0.00 , 1.06 1 0.35 ! 0.00 0.00 1 1.76
i i

I 0.00 . 20.00 . 0.00 60.00 ! 20.00 0.00 1
i 1 i f 1

0.0C
1

1 1 11.47 0.00 1 3.85 1 2.08 0.00 0.00 1
+ + + + + + + +

3 15 0 0 1

.

0 I 0 I 0 1 0 I 15

) 5.28 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 , 0.00 . 0.00 , 0.00 , 5.28
-17 1 100.00 I 0.00 0.00 1 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 i

' '-17
;

100.00 I 0.00 1 0.00 1

i 0.00 i 0.00 1

i 0.00 I

e
gag 1

fel

Iv z + + + + + + + +
4'0

P.1
5! 0 1 6 1

i

6 1 7 6 1

2 I

0 f 27

>c 2.11 2.46 , 2.11 0.70 , 0.00 1 9.510.00 .
1

2.11 ,

i 1 i

c'
1 0.00 22.22 22.22 25.93 22.22

I

0.00
9.52

i
0.00 1 8.82 I 11.54 I 8.97 I 12.50 I

7.41
0.00 1

+ + + + + + + +

6 1 0
1 0.00 1

1 0.00 I
0.00 I

... +
TOTAL 15

5.28

1E5

0
I0.00 ,
i0.00 .

0.00 1
+

68
23.94

0
0.03
0.00
0.00

52
18.31

0 1 2 0 I 0 1 2

, 0.00 , 0.70 I 0.00 I
0.00

0.70
1 0.00 1 10,01:00 1 0.00 I

1

i

0.00 1

i

1 0.00 I 0.00 i
+ + + + +

78 48 21 2 284
27.46 16.90 7 39 0.70 100.00



ALL TITLE VII LEPS

TABLE OF DROP BY SEX

DROP SEX

FREQUENCY'
PERCENT
ROW PCT
COL PCT IF t

im
t
I TOTAL

+ + +

0 1 95 ; 140 ; 235
i33.45 1 49.30 . 82.75

40.43 . 59 57 .

81.

I I

90 1 83.33 1

+ + +
1 ; 2 1

1

3 I 5
0.70 1.06 , 1.76

I I I

. 40.00
1

60.00 .

I I

1 1.72 1 1.79 i

+ + +

3 ; a I 7
I

I 15
I

; 2.82 2.46
I

I

5.28
53.33 46.67 I

I I
1 6.90 1 4.17 I

+ + +

5 1 11 1 1L 1 27
1 3.87 ' 5.63 I 9.51

1

I40.74 . 59.26
i

1 9.48 1 9.52 1

+ + +

6 I 0 I 2 t 2
0.70. / ..../...

0.00 1 100.00 $

1 0.00 / 1.19 ;

+- -+ +
TOTAL 116 168 284

40.85 59.15 100.00

ALL TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS WITH LANGDOM OF A. B. AND AL

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVL
LOC87 FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

7 9 40.9 9 40.9
9 4 18.2 13 59.1

52 9 40.9 22 100.0

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
GRADE87 FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

07 G 27.3 G 27.3
08 3 13.6 9 40.9
G9 9 40.9 18 81.8
40- 4 raz:/ _22 .rcrnn

op,
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ALL TITLE VII LEP OROPOUTS

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

003 xo 3.1 .3" 0

007 It 34.4 .1 211

009 7 21.9 J9 1Q'

052 13 40.6 .22

GRADE

07
08
09
10
11

FREQUENCY

7
6

10 .

7
,2'/

PERCENT

21.9
18.8
31.3
21.9
6.3

CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

7
13

23
30
.32 3/

10;58 TUESOAY. JANUARY 19, 1988 9

N- f." ":37.5 a .;

59.4 if.44.,

100.0

.$ 1. Cil

''

''

CUMULATIVE if
PERCENT /f 1

21.9
40.6
71.9
93.8
100.0

. 'LC

A *. 4 g ce441 e": 41.1
. It

,

e:

e
(--

ALL TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS WITH LANGOOM OF C. D, E. AND EL

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE

LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

1 fL)

003
007
009
052

°
2
3
4

)0.0

30.0
40.0 .2.

z3,

GRAOE 7REQUENCY PERCENT6'

07
00
09
10
11

1

3
1

3
2-1

44.q

J0.0' /J. /

3070" 23.2
10.0 /). /

30.0 33,.9
20.0 / I, 1

,e° 10-0
' 30.0

Q
so-7 ,7

°CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCY

st3
.6 11

.10 4

60.0
100.0

,2 a '1.

srL.

CCM( A IVE°'
PERCENT

1010' PI

40,0' 12

100.0

8
10:58 TUESDAY. JANUARY 19. 1988
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TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS PAST SCHOOL LOCATIONS 12:15 FRIDAY, JANUARY 15. 1988

rSt ____i 1101 \''-1
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87.19

THREE YEAR STUDENT PROFILE

Purpose

Hispanic A and B LEP students (73) who were enrolled in Title
VII in 1985 -36 and still active in 1987-88 were followed up
in terms of the following questions:

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?.

Evaluation Question D1-22. (a) Of these students who
were in the Title I:I Program for three years or exited
LEP status, how many were retained during this time?
(b) If so, when? (c) How many credits were earned by
this student population? (d) In what content areas did
they show the best performance?

Procedure

In preparation for further analyses. the programmer analyst
created EV1PASTL that identified Ti _le VII three year
students and a comparison group of ther LEP students at
nonprogram school. (See Attachment J-1.) The programmer
analyst then created EV1BYSGR, EV1CREDT, (..rid EV1RETEN to
calculate averages, grades, retention. (See Attachment J-2
for program notes and sample output.)

For results and discussion, see Three-Year Profile: Other
Measures of 'access of the Final Report section (pp. 22-25).
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i/EVi81,SGR 300 .CLASS.A.MSGCLASS-A.NOTIFY-ORSB
//SAS ExEC SAS.USER.OR1.RCLASS-C
//APE1 OD OSN.SGR02MST.TAPE.
// LABEL-(2.BLP).
// uNIT.REEL.OISP.(OLD.KEEP.RELP).
// VOL.SER=00068::.

0C8-(RECFM=F8.LRECL=178.13LKSI2V4094)
//TARE' 00 OSN-UCC,SGRIISR(-1).
// DISP-IOLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//SGRFIL 00 OSN $GR.PROD.SGRIIL.OISP.(SHR.REEP)
//SYSIN OD

00

00000010 tO

00000020

00000050
00000130

OPTIONS ERRORS . 0:
00000140

PROC OELETE DATA SEM:

THIS PROGRAM READS THE SGRFIC AND PRINTS AN AVERAGE OF AVERAGES

BY COURSE CONTENT fOk Haut SCMOUL TITLL VII STUOEN1S COMPARED WITH

HIGH SCHOOL LEP STUDENTS,

OATA SEM:

FART OF 3-YEAR STUDY

00000200

INFILE TAPE':
00000230

INPUT LOC $ 1-3 00000250

STUI0 4.10 00000260

GRADE S 31-32 09000300

PRECOURS S 82-83 00000330

Gin S 05-07

-13 GR2 S 90-101
6R3 S 103-105
GR4 $ 107-109

GO CD GRS
caG

S 111-113
S :15 117

AVERAGE 131-133

PC ACTIVE $ 138; 00000340

GROUP 'OTHR':
IF PRECOURS '95' OR PRECOURS '03' OR ',RECOUPS '07' OR

PRECOM, '98' OR PRECOURS 00' THEN DELETE:

IF PRECOURS = '10' OR PRE(P,IW,
PRECOURS - '14, OR PRE, r

'11, OR PRECOuRS
15, OR PRECOURS .

'12' OR
'17' OR

PRECOURS A '10' THEN GROUP 'LANG.:

IF PRECOURS '30' OR PRECOURS '3i' OR PRECOURS '32' OR

PRECOURS A '33' OR PRECOURS . '34' OR PRLCOuRS . '35' OR

PRECOURS = '35' OR PRECOURS . '37' TuEN GROUP = 'MATH':

IF PRECOURS = '13' THEN GROUP - 'READ':

IF ()RECOUPS A '40' OR PRECOuRS '41' OR PRECOURS = '42' OR

PRECOukS * '43, OR PRECOuPS . '44' OR PRECOuRS'. '92'
-o rt.

THEN GROUP = .S01E':

)e+

IF PRLCOURS '45'.OR PRECGoRS
PRECOURS '48' OR PRECOMS

- '4o OR PRECOURS
'49' THEN GPOuP

'47' OR
'SOCS':.

fD 0

PROC SORT.
BY MID:

fD

PROC SORT DATA - BIGMRGE:

0

BY STuIu.

-h

OATA MERGE.
MERGE BIGMRGE(IN.ON1)

cn pc

5E(IN ON2):
BY STulD,
IF ON1 AND OW.

PROC SORT DATA , MERGE: 00001800

BY GROUP:
PROC MEANS.

00001820

TITLE' 'TITLE VII GROUP FAIL 1987 W.A.;

DATA MERGE.

PROC SORT DATA . LEPMRGE;
BY ETUIO:

1 7
BY GROUP;
VAR AVERAGE;

1 75

00001830

6



MERGE LEPMRGE(1N=ON1)
SEWIWON2);

BY STUID;
IF ON1 AND ON2:

PROC SORT DATA = MERGE:
BY GROUP;

PROC MEANS;
TITLEI 'LEP GROUP - FALL 1987 GPA';

VAR AVERAGE:
BY GROUP;

PROC DELETE DATA = MERGE;
/.

00001800

00001820

00001830

00002310
00002320

12

rn
O

VARIABLE

AVERAGE

AVERAGF

AVERAGE--

AVERAGE

AVERAGE

AVERAGE

N

17

15

9

7

4

12

MEAN

82.52941176

77.80( )000

83.64102564

80.57142857

- -----------

71 00000000

' 333333

STANDARD
DEVIATION

6.52033020

------
10.32472760

16192916711

6.754.8741

-------

15.76916823

9 50916623

TITLE VII GROUP - FALL 1985 GPA

MINIMUM MAXIMUM STD ERROR
VALUE VALUE OF MEAN

GROUP=LANG

70.00000000 95.00000000 1.58141236

- - - - -- GROUP=MATH

57.00000000 96.00000000 2.66583320

GROUP=OTHR

61:60065000 loo 00000000 1.75006135

GROUP=READ

70.00000000 88.00000000 2.55284289

------- GROUP=SCIE

56.00000000 93.00000000 7.88458412

GROUP=SOCS

50.,0000000 85.00000000 2.74505984

10.08

SUM

1403.0000000

1167.0000000

3262.6600000

564.00300000

284.00000000

892.00000000

THURSDAY, JUNE 23,

VARIANCE

42.51470588

106.60000000

119.44669366

45.61904762

248 66666667

90.42424242

1988 1

C.V

7.901

13 271

13 067

8 383

22 210

12 793

>
1:7 rt-
w

W
(15 C)

or
ry a
0
-fi
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/ /EV ICREDT JOB .CL/SS.A.MSGCLASS.H.NOTIFY=ORSB
//SAS ExEC SAS.USER-DRI.RCLASS.0
/, .PEIN OD OSN-uCC.EVITESTG(0,.
// OISP.(OLD.KEEP.KEEP)
//SYSIN DO

OPTIONS ERRORS 0:

THIS PROGRAM CALCULATES 7.1E TOTAL NUMBER DF CREDITS PER SEMESTER.
THE CREDIT DATA IS READ FRDP THE SGR HISTORY FILE AND LOADED ONTO
A CARTRIDGE - PROGRAM LESSGRHS(ORSLEP).

TITLES INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT';
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION':

DATA CREDITS:
INFILE TAPEIN
INPUT STulD 1-7

YEAROTR $ 8-ID
GRADE $ 11-12
STLN.:kt S 13-30,
CREDITS 22-37
ABS 38:

PRDC SEAT:
BY S7UIU:

PROC SORT DATA LEPMRGE:
BY STUID:

DATA MERGEX:

3>
MERGE cREDITS(IN=ON1) LUX:GE(I:4.0W):
BY STUID:
IF DNS AND ON2:

rn IF ON2 AND NOT ONI THEN MISS . 'YES':
IF ON1 AND CN2 THEN MISS . 'NO';

EST C7 DATA NOTMISS:
SET MERGE:
IF MISS = 'N0';

PRDC FREO:
TITLE3 'LEP GROUP - SPRING 88 CREDITS':
TALES CREDITS:

PROC SORT:
BY STuNAME:

PROC PRINT:
VAR STUID STUNAME GRADE YEAROTR CREDITS ABS:

DATA ABSENT:
SET MERGEX;
IF CREDITS = 0 AND ABS GT 0;

PROC FRED;
'TLE3 "TITLE VII GROUP - FALL 87 CREDITS';

TABLES ABSGRADE:
PRDC SURF DATA BIGMRGE:

BY S.UID:
DATA MERGEX:

MERGE cREDITStItoomi) BIGMRGE(I1 OR2):
BY STVID:
IF 0:41 AND =2:

PROC FREO:
TITLE3 ''ITLE VII GROUP - SPRING 88 CREDITS':
TABLES CREDITS;

DATA ASSENT:
SET mfkcx;
It CREDITS . 0 AND ARS GT 0:

PROC FRED:
TITLE3 'LFP GROUP - FALL 87 CREDITS':

TABLES AOSPGRADE;
DATA MISS;

Si MERGE:

It MISS ',IS'.
PRDC PRINT;

PRaL DELVE DATA MERGEX CRLDIIS MISS 'MAUI.

/

179
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//EV1RETEN JOB .CLASS-A.NSGCLASS-:I.NOTIFY.ORS8
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER.OR1.RCLASS.0
//LOCATE OD OSN.SYS2.TEST.ORSSUT(SAWOCAT).DISP.(SNR.KEEP)
//LEP(IL DO OSN-ORE.PROD.LEPFIL.DISP=fSHR.KEEP)
ilSYSIP DO

OPTIONS ERRORS m 0:

7ITLE1 'AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCAUOL DISTRICT':
TITLE2 'OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION':
TITLES '

DATA LEPS:
INFILE LEPFIL:
INPUT STUID 3-9

STUNAME $ 10-36
LOC $ 43-45
GRADE $ 46-47
STATUS $ 70
ENTRY S 76-79:

IF GRADE GE '09' AND GRADE LE '12':
IF ENTRY LE '8509';
IF LOC GT '000';
IF STATUS = '2' OR STATUS . '4' DR 'TATUS = '8' OR STATUS . '0';
PROC SORT:

BY S.UID;
zPOC SORT DATA . BIGMRGE;

BY STUID:
-0

DATA LEPMRGE:

rn MERGE LEPS(IN.0N1) 8IGNRGE(IN.ON2);
Z BY STUID:

C1t7 IF ON1 AND NOT ON2;
-.1 PROC FREO;X TABLES GRADE;

PROC SORT:
7C

BY SldID;
PkOC SORT DATA = RETAINB7;

BY S-UID;
DATA MERGE2;

MERGE 0ETAIN87(IN=ON1) LEPNR6E(IN.ON2);
BY STUID:
IF ON1 ANO ON2:

PROC FREO;
TITLEI 'LEP GROUP - RETENTION 1986/87 - 1987/88';

TABLES GRADER:
DATA MERGE3;

MERGE REIAIN87(IN.6N1) 8IGNRGF(IN.UN2);
BY STUID;
IF ON1 AND ON2; '

PROC FREQ;
TITLE1 'TITLE VII GROUP - RETENTION ;986/87 - 1987/88';

TABLES GRA0E2:
PROC SORT DATA . RETAIN86;
BY STUID;

DATA MERGE2:
MERGE RETAIN86(1N,ON1) LEPNR6E(U1.0N2);
BY STUID;
IF ON1 ANO ON2;

PROC FREO:
TITLEI 'LEP GROUP - RETENTION 1985/86 - 1986/87';

TABLES GROE2:

181
DATA MERGE3,

r MERGE RETAINS (IN.ON1) ENGNR6E(IN-ON2):
it' 1 BY STUID.

IF ON1 AND ON2;
PROC FREQ;

I

00
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I--.
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'TITLE1 'TITLE VII GROUP - RETENTION 1085/86 - 1986/87';

TABLES GRADE2;
PRIX DELETE DATA = LEPS MERGE2 MERGE3;

/.

/

/1

'ITLE VII GROUP RETENTION 1985/86 - 1986/87

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE

GRADE2 FktQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

OP 1 50.0 1 50.0

It 1 50.0 2 100.0

13 59 FRIDAY, JUNE 24. 7988 2

..
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87.19

DISTRICT RECORDS

Purpose

District records provided information concerning:

Decis:on question Dl: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1966-87.

Evaluation Question D1-15. How many teachers
completed one, two, three and/or four classes in
the endorsement series? What were the teachers'
subject areas? How many program students were
placed in endorsement teachers' classes? (See
Appendix F for procedures and results.)

Evaluation Question D1-19. What mastery level was
achieved b 1987-88 eleventh grade Title VII
Program students on the Texas Educational
Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS)? (See Final
Report, p.11.)

Evaluation question D1-20. Of the 1987-88 program
participants, what was the percentage of students
at each grade new to the district? What was the
average number of years a student held LEP A and/or
B dominance status while in AISD? (See Appendix K
for procedures and results.)

Evaluation Question D1-21. How many students
p_rt in the Title VII Program for one year?
Two years? Three years? How many participants
left the program? Of these students, how many
remained in :USD? (See Appendix K for procedures
and results.)

Evaluation Question D1-22. Of those students who
were in the Title VII Program for three years or
exited LEP status, how many were retained during
this time? If so, when? How many credits were
earned by this student population? In what content
areas did they show the best performance? (See
Appendix K for procedurPa; see Final Report, pp.
22-25 for results.)

Evaluation Question D1-23. What was the 1987-88
budget for Title VII? What was the cost per
student? (See Final Report, p. 6.)
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